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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Modern society is characterized by the pervasiveness and power of 
organizations (Etzionl, 1964; Azumi and Hage, 1972; Perrow, 1972, 1979; 
Hall, 1977). Unlike the limited role of organizations in ancient or 
medieval eras, contemporary organizations fulfill a greater variety of 
societal and personal needs, involve a greater proportion of citizens, 
and affect a larger segment of citizens' lives (Etzioni, 1964). Alter­
natives to organizations are limited; ironically, protests against them 
eventually become organized (Hall, 1977). In modern society, organiza­
tions are inevitable and ubiquitous. 
The proliferation of organizations in modern society has influenced 
a recent increase in efforts undertaken to understand them. Although the 
study of organizations emerged in the tradition of Max Weber's work on 
bureaucracy, rapid growth in organizational an^-lyses occurred primarily 
within the last two decades (Brinkerhoff and Kunz, 1972). During this 
a 4 -tm rm a?- mi i c 4 »? c ^  4 I TTC&C i r* ar) 3 -n r! t~lno 
iiuuiiu/c 1. V/ JL wkvsw/rvo Cl livi d i. t_ X v-i c: w> a. i. *-l w j. l. j. p j. j. civ-i. • zi ^  
and Hage (1972) noted that research designs, used in the study of organ­
izations, have become mere sophisticated as evidenced by the increase in 
comparative rather than case studies, the employment of multiple controls, 
c: gj-cciuci. iiicc; a vu- duCti c. o»- jr v/— 
now spans several disciplines (Pugh, 1971) . 
A "o-vo-o /-\ i-Vso c -r 7 1 7 T /^t- r-M- rr :3 T T:) ^ "î r\Ti c i c n0'^70T~0r"i t"0 
understanding and explaining organizational effectiveness. Although the 
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notion of effectiveness was an underlying concern of the "maximum organ­
izational efficiency" theme in classical theories (Spray, 1976), pro­
nounced interest in this subject is a more recent phenomenon. Many pub­
lications pertaining to organizational effectiveness have appeared re­
cently. Most theories of organizations include the effectiveness con­
struct (Goodman and Pennings, 1977) and nearly all studies of organiza­
tions make reference to effectiveness (Yuchtman and Seashore, 1957). 
Organizational effectiveness is also a central them.e in the practical 
sphere; contemporary social developments such as regulation of business, 
new public welfare programs, decline in labor productivity, and changing 
opinions in health and education fields have focused public attention on 
the need for optimum organizational performance (Goodman and Pennings, 
1977). Along these lines, Mulford and colleagues (1977) noted that eval­
uations of organizational effectiveness are required by new accountabil­
ity demands. In view of these circumstances, diverse groups of persons 
including social scientists, organization managers, and government offi­
cials nave neccme interested in determining what accounts ror organi-
Despice the prevalence of work devoted zo understanding organize-
ticnal effectiveness, there is a large gap in knowledge regarding this 
subject. Scott (1977:63-64) described the situation in the following 
After reviewing a good deal of the literature on organiza­
tional effectiveness and its determinants, I have reached the 
r* 1 n c T /-\T% t-n 3 T- r n c -î r» 4 c n f T.TO -r» i r» c c r) -r» 
less. There is disagreement about what properties or dim^en-
sions are encompassed by the concept of effectiveness. There 
j_ 5 G J. é cîTicu u 3.ùOUl. wfiO CiOtirS OîT STiOuxO. Scil ilfié CîT JL uen.a CO 
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be employed in assessing effectiveness. There is disagree­
ment about what indicators are to be used in measuring effec­
tiveness. And there is disagreement about what features of 
organizations should be examined in accounting for observed 
differences in effectiveness. 
In view of the present state of organizational effectiveness literature, 
the general objective of this dissertation is to enhance understanding 
of organizational effectiveness by clarifying and contributing to a 
more systematic formulation of contingency theory.^ 
Context of the Study Problem 
The proliferation of work on effectiveness has created as much con­
fusion as clarity (Azumi and Hage, 1972; Spray, 1975). Some theorists 
(e.g., Campbell, 1977) argue that no definitive definition of organiza­
tional effectiveness can be given while others (Hannan and Freeman, 1977) 
contend that the effectiveness construct cannot be scientifically ana­
lyzed. Lack of conceptual clarity persists although attempts at clarifi­
cation of the effectiveness construct have been more numerous than major 
empirical studies (Katz and Xahn, 1973). Goodman and pennings (1977:2-3) 
indicate that: 
There is no agreement on a definition for organizational effec­
tiveness; the num.ber of definitions varies with the n-jmber of 
authors who have been preoccupied with the concept. In addition 
to the different definitions of effectiveness, there is a ten­
dency to view effectiveness as either nnp-ri-i-np-ns-i rmal or multi­
dimensional . 
•""Although some theorists reserve the term theory to refer to a set 
of systematically interrelated propositions, a rigid distinction will not 
be mads in this dissertation. Instead, the terms theory, model, and 
theoretical perspective will be used interchangeably with the recognition 
that each of these differentially meec che cechnical définition of theory. 
The search for criteria that constitute the conceptual domain of 
organizational effectiveness has led many theorists (e.g., Steers, 1975; 
Campbell, 1977; Mulford et al., 1977; Katz and Kahn, 1978) to the conclu­
sion that effectiveness is an abstract multidimensional construct. Camp­
bell (1977) noted that an organization can be effective or ineffective 
on different facets that may be relatively independent of one another. 
Beyond general agreement about multidimensionality, other differences 
and unresolved problems persist. Recently, Campbell (1977) listed thirty 
variables that have been proposed as indices of effectiveness. In his 
analysis of seventeen multivariate studies of organizational effective­
ness, Steers (1975) noted a lack of consensus as to what constitutes a 
useful and valid set of effectiveness measures. Contrary to Steers' 
conclusion, Mulford (1976) demonstrated overlap across various approaches 
to effectiveness by categorizing the criteria, cited by Steers, into 
facets of parsons' system prerequisites scheme. Yet, at the empirical 
level, there are problems of demonstrating internal consistency between 
measures (Price, 1968). Also, the diversity of organizational forms in 
modem society renders criteria which fit certain organizations inappro­
priate when applied to others (Ghorpade, 1970). Questions regarding whose 
criteria should be used in evaluating effectiveness have been raised by 
several authors (Yuchtman and Seashore. 1967; ohnrp^idp. 1970; Price, 
1972; Campbell. 1977: Goodman and Pennings. 1977: Scott, 1977). More re­
cently, utilization of evaluations by both internal and external partici­
pants has been advocated (rriedlancer and pickle, 1968; Mulford, et al., 
Scott, 1977; Mulford, et al., 1980). The latter approach will have to 
contend with the likelihood that participants and constituencies asso­
ciated with an organization may use varied and sometimes conflicting 
criteria in evaluating effectiveness (Scott, 1977). 
Similar to organizational effectiveness theory, effectiveness re­
search is in a state of disarray; it shows little cumulative character. 
Some studies seem to have been undertaken as a matter of convenience 
when a particular criterion or effectiveness variable was available (Good­
man and rennings, 1977). Results from organizational effectiveness stud­
ies show numerous inconsistences and they are difficult to evaluate, in­
terpret, or compare (Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967). 
Another characteristic of organizational effectiveness literature 
is "theoretical pluralism" (Spray, 1976:1). The plethora of extant or­
ganizational effectiveness theories was generated from the influence of 
two dominant models of organizational analysis, the rational and organis-
mic models (Ghorpade, 1970). The goal approach is a major approach to 
organizational effectiveness which emerged from the rational model; it 
consists of several small perspectives including cost-benefit analysis 
and management by objectives (Cam.pbell, 1977), Rational models portray 
organizations as closed systems that are deliberately established tools 
for efficient realization of desired purposes (Ghorpade, 1970; Champion, 
197S). pp.rsn-ns' ( 19 56) fimctional thpory is the primary exemplar of the 
organic organizational model. It views the organization as a ''function­
ally differentiated subsystem of a larger social system" (Ghorpade, 1970: 
34). Unlike rational models, parsons' system theory considers organiza­
tional-environmental interchanges. Parsonian system theory and general 
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system theory intluenced the development of various open system theories 
(Katz and Kahn, 1978). Some of the dominant open system approaches to 
organizational effectiveness include Katz and Kahn's (1966, 1978) model, 
Yuchtman and Seashore's (1967) system resource approach, and contingency 
theory (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973). The existence of numerous organiza­
tional effectiveness models has influenced efforts aimed at clarifying 
the dominant perspectives and the appearance of factions of theorists 
who are aligned on the basis of theoretical preferences. 
The goal approach is a traditional approach to organizational effec­
tiveness. It assumes that the organization has goals or objectives 
toward which it is directed, that these goals can be identified empiri­
cally, and progress toward their attainment can be measured (Zey-Ferrell, 
1979) . The greater the degree to which an organization achieves its 
goals, the greater its effectiveness (Price, 1972). With the exception 
of Price (1972) , the most avid proponent of the goal model, most theorists 
have rejected the goal model on the basis of its closed system assump­
tions , i~s use of an ultimare criterion of effectiveness, and problems 
>-!-o C /SV» "T T-k % C "F *! 
W O NI/ W W V» YT ^ K- K A ^ W ^ ^  ^  ^ O ^ V W T&S- O W W ^ ^ ^ V «- TII-II- ^ 
O J - c i w i i c i  i  g u a  i .  c s  v  c a i c i i u  u z ,  ^  J L  ^  v v  ,  l u v - t i u u i c i i i  o  i i v i  o c o  a  i i v ; c  ,  
1967; Ghorpade, 1970; Champion, 1975; Hall, 1977). 
According to parsons' social system theory, the organization's 
primary orientation toward goal attainment serves as the basis for its 
linkage to the larger social system in that organizational goals emerge 
as functions performed for the larger system (i.e., adaptation, goal 
attainment, integration, ai. 1 latency). Organizational effectiveness is 
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defined in terms of whether organizations meet the four functions required 
for social systems to survive or work effectively (Ghorpade, 1970). 
Parsons' approach to organizational effectiveness has been criticized 
most strongly by Yuchtman and Seashore (1967). Their primary cricicism 
concerns parsons' use of an external frame of reference (i.e., the organ­
ization's benefit to society) for the evaluation of organizational effec­
tiveness. Yuchtman and Seashore also noted other limitations of Parsons' 
theory including its tendency to overemphasize the interdependence among 
the parts of a system and its failure to give adequate consideration to 
the conceptual problem of the relations between the organization and its 
environment, 
Katz and Kahn (1966, 1978) sought to develop an organizational 
effectiveness model that would overcome the limitations of both rational 
and organismic models. While they recognized that Parsons' writings move 
away from the older closed system theories, they charged that Parsons 
does not provide the operational procedures for dealing with environ­
mental transactions. Theretcre, ttiey expanaed some of cne notions ex­
pressed by theorists such as parsons and general system theorist, 
Bertalanffy, to emphasize Lhat orgauizaLiorial functioning must be studied 
in relation to the continuing transactions with the environment. Their 
open system approach maps the repeated cycles of input, transformation, 
output, and renewed input which comprise the organizational pattern. 
Similar to Parsons, they consider the organization as a system in its own 
right and as a subsystem of the larger society. Organizaiiional effective­
ness is defined as the maximization of return to the organization by 
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all means, including economic, technical, and political means. Increases 
in effectiveness are typically observable as storage of energy, organiza­
tional growth, organizational endurance and survival, and as organiza­
tional control of the surrounding environment. While this model is 
widely cited, it also has received some criticisms. Notably, Yuchtman 
and Seashore (1967) proposed that Katz and Kahn's notion of maximization 
is a limitation of their model because an organization that fully actual­
izes its exploitative potential may deplete its environment of necessary 
resources, hence risking its survival. They prefer to emphasize "ability 
to exploit" rather than maximum use of this ability. 
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) called for an improved conceptual 
framework for the description and assessment of organizational effective­
ness and proposed their system resource approach as an alternative. Or­
ganizational effectiveness is defined as an organization's ability to 
exploit its environment (optimization) in the acquisition of scarce and 
valued resources. Price (1972) noted three major limitations of Yuchtman 
and Seashore's approach: (1) optimization, a central idea in the system 
resource approach, has not been measured: (2) general measures are pur­
ported to be a strength of their model; these are seldom used; and (3) 
the basic rule of mutual exclusiveness is violated in. the definition of 
0 tiîv^ Ti0s S . X X {X977^ ' c ris. ti i. s s us ZTS i. s 2 d 1?"^ ' 
O ci f  ^o  ^ /J •» r* X-x «To * •  ^^ I «n 1 000 o v* 
argument over semantics. The acquisition of resources is based on what 
the organization is trying to accomplish (i.e., its goals) and it is ac­
complished through the operative goals. 
During the sixties a new direction in organizational theory was taken 
in the form of a contingency theory of organization (Lorsch and Morse, 
1974; Scott, 1977; Perrow, 1979). Different versions of contingency the­
ory were proposed by several proponents (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Woodward, 
1965; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1957b; Perrow, 1967 ; Thcnipson, 1957). Lawrence 
and Lorsch are credited with coining the term, contingency theory, and 
with providing a great deal of impetus for the theory's advancement 
(Lorsch and Morse. 1974). More recently, other theorists have proposed 
variants of contingency theory (Child, 1972; Lorsch and Morse, 1974 ; Hall, 
1977; Pennings and Goodman, 1977). Contingency perspectives suggest that 
an organization is a system composed of subsystems and delineated by iden­
tifiable boundaries from its environmental suprasystem. Moreover, contin­
gency perspectives seek to understand the interrelationships within and 
among subsystems as well as between the organization and its environment 
(Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973). Tvlnile traditional theories focused on and 
searched for the one best way to organize, contingency theory reversed 
tnis approach Sy asking what kind of organization is required to deal with 
different environmentai conditions (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967b). 
All variants of contingency theory contain the basic principle that 
there is no best way to organize to achieve effective results (Kast and 
Rosenzweig, 1973, 1974). Organizational effectiveness depends on match­
ing internal organizational characteristics with environmental conditions 
(Bums and Stalker, 1961 ; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967b ; Child, 1972; Hall, 
1977; Pennings and Goodman, 1977). Or, effectiveness depends on matching 
internal organizational characteristics with the technology or the 
demands of the work the organization must perform in achieving its 
goals (Woodward, 1965; Perrow, 1967; Thompson, 1967; Lorsch and Morse, 
1974). Congruence between organizational structure and environment or 
technology is thought to be associated with organizational effective­
ness. Mechanistic, weberian forms of organization are expected to be 
successful under conditions of routine technologies and stable environ­
ments whereas organic, adaptive organizational forms are expected to be 
successful under conditions of nonroutine technologies and unstable en­
vironments. The pervasive impact of contingency theory's emergence is 
also evident In its influence on the immediate obsolescence of Price's 
(1968) invento:y of organizational effectiveness propositions because 
this inventory excluded propositions with environmental variables (Scott, 
1977). Hence, much of contingency theory's impact on organizational 
theory is related to the fact that it is an open system perspective which 
has advantages over closed system perspectives. 
In addition to its advantages and contributions, contingency theory 
also has limitations. First, there is no single clearly-defined, codi­
fied contingency theory. Second, theorists use different sets of condi­
tional and organizational variables and they differ in their conceptual­
izations and measures of central concepts (Lorsch and Morse, 1974; 
rjnijT-sPv 1 TT PO-PI r^\r\ 1 Q7 Thi -rH sll mf i f- c r nn c A D f" 
1 c f» r\T^  071 £*mr> 4 4 r* 3 1 1 a +-^ 7 /"coo nr.? c T-* 13 f A f f A 1 Q VZi " 
Downey, Hellriegel and Slocjm, 1975; Scott, 1977). Scott (1977:22) made 
this observation; 
To assert that in order to be effective organizational structures 
should be appropriate to the work performed and the conditions 
JL 1 
under which it is performed tells us nothing about (1) what 
aspects of the work are relevant; (2) what aspects of the 
working conditions are relevant; (3) what is meant by "appro­
priate"; and (4) what is meant by "effective". 
Statement of the Problem 
Organizational effectiveness is a central construct in the field of 
organizational analysis. Most organizational theories either explicitly 
or implicitly include the notion of effectiveness. In fact, the inherent 
nature of organizations, as social units deliberately constructed to seek 
specific goals, implies the necessity of effectiveness evaluations. Rec­
ognition of the importance of understanding organizational effectiveness 
is widespread; much scientific work has been devoted toward this end. 
Social scientists have found, however, that organizational effectiveness 
is an abstract multidimensional construct and its conceptual and empiri­
cal specifications are difficult to achieve. Moreover, the diversity 
and complexity of organizations in modern society are obstacles which 
create Droultms in develooT'nq p-eripi-p " rn mn-ror 4 rs 1 t iV0S -T.- ir.S3.S~ 
ures. As a result of factors such as these, our knowledge of organiza­
tional effectiveness continues to be limited. 
It has been suggested that the study of organizational effective­
ness cannot be abandoned although there are obstacles which hinder ac­
cumulation of knowledge about effectiveness. Pfeffer (1977) contends 
that even if social scientists decide that organizational effectiveness 
is no longer worthy of study, the issue of effectiveness will not be dis-
rn "î c c c  ^Ti rî n r? c f- -î o r.-r-î j 1 v. i«rVo  ^^ ^  ^ _ 
tiveziess assessirierics - ne also argued chac investigations of che 
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phenomena and processes associated with the conceptualization of effec­
tiveness are critical for explaining organizational behavior. Consider­
ing the importance of understanding organizational effectiveness, the 
primary issue that confronts social scientists concerns identifying and 
taking appropriate steps toward improving the study of effectiveness. 
Although selected propositions will be tested, theory building will 
comprise the major focus. An inductive approach to theory building will 
be utilized by moving from a lower level of abstraction concerning spe­
cific kinds of organizations to a higher level regarding organizations in 
general. A thorough review of the literature will be undertaken to 
locate boch variant formulations of contingency theory and empirical 
studies which have used contingency theory as a conceptual framework. 
This literature will be used to achieve the general objective of clarify­
ing contingency theory and the following specific objectives which are 
encompassed by the overall objective; 
(1) identify the major elements of contingency theory, includ­
ing its central ass-jmptions, concepts, and propositions. 
(2) to explicate key contingency theory concepts and develop theo­
retical and operational definitions of these concepts. 
(3) to extrapolate contingency propositions from discursive mate­
rials and amm'r-'cia 1 crnd-iPQ anr. r 1 aTÎ fi- l-hA: T rhporpfnral anr 
operational linkages. 
(4) to empirically test selected contingency propositions. 
(5) to provide suggestions regarding future research and che util­
ization of contingency theory for decision-making pertaining 
to organizational structuial designs and managerial practices. 
Significance of the Problem 
The problem studied in this dissertation involves clarifying the 
contingency theory of organizational effectiveness. Selection of that 
theory for investigative focus has special significance. The primary im­
portance of the study problem inheres in the current stature of contin­
gency theory as a dominant open system perspective in organizational 
literature. Although little contingency research has been conducted, 
the importance of contingency theory for organizational analysis is often 
mentioned. Its emphasis on the environment as a factor which influences 
organizational effectiveness is important in view of the fact that organ­
izations are open systems. 
Another significance of the problem studied in this dissertation is 
its focus on clarifying a theoretical perspective that has potential 
relevance for organizational administrators and managers. Currently, 
contingency theories offer several prescriptions for achieving organiza­
tional effectiveness. As previously noted, however, addicional uheoreci-
cal and empirical work is needed before contingency theory can offer 
more definitive organizational principles. Any improvements achieved 
relative to contingency theory in this study would ultimately enhance the 
theorv's utilitv in practical soheres. 
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Contributions of the Dissertation 
It is expected that the major contribution of this dissertation will 
be progress made toward the development of 2 coherent contingency theory 
of organizational effectiveness. Efforts directed toi-zard developing a 
more coherent and systematic contingency theory will result in greater 
clarification of central concepts and contingency propositions. Since 
key contingency theory concepts are also central concepts in the general 
field of organizational studies, further clarification of these concepts 
will be important to the development of organizational theory as a whole. 
In reference to organizational effectiveness, the primary concept of 
interest here, its clarification will greatly enhance contingency theory 
because most contingency theorists treat the concept as if its conceptual­
ization is nonproblematic. Also, this study's clearer specification of 
conditional variables which affect effectiveness will enhance knowledge 
that can be used to make better predictions of organizational effective­
ness .  
At the empirical level, it is expected that this dissertation vill 
make a contribution to the existing body of research findings, because 
only a few empirical studies have tested contingency theory hypotheses. 
Also, with few exceptions, previous studies have used either business or 
industrial organizations as their units of analysis. Because the units 
of analysis in this investigation are nonprofit organizations the find­
ings should provide preliminary insights regarding the generalizability 
"F t'"1TlO"OTir*%7 f" M ^  T>  ^ ^ ^ ~ ~ -  ^
ria L. uLiT c • 
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Due to the nature of contingency theory arguments, which comprise 
the focus of this dissertation, it is likely that information which can 
be applied in the practical sphere will also be provided. While there 
is a tendency for both social scientists and practitioners to support a 
particular viewpoint regarding types of structure and management practices 
most appropriate for organizations (e.g., Weberian versus human relations 
proponents), contingency theory shows the futility of such polemics. Con­
tingency views suggest organizational designs and managerial actions 
most appropriate for specific situations. Hence, there can be no ideal 
organizational arrangement that will fit all situations, objectives, or 
values (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973). Further clarification of the condi­
tions under which specific internal organizational processes and struc­
tural properties are effective is knowledge which managers and administra­
tors can use in their attempts to maximize organizational effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The primary objective of this chapter is to clarify dominant con­
tingency models of organizational effectiveness. Central concepts and 
propositions were extrapolated from major contingency research, theoret­
ical models, and discursive materials. Within this chapter, theoretical 
definitions of key concepts are developed. Following the explications 
of central concepts, interpretations of the major contingency models are 
discussed and the general hypotheses which comprise each model are 
stated. 
The Emergence of Contingency Approaches 
to Organizational Effectiveness 
Historical background 
Since the inception of theorizing about organizations, organizational 
analysts have devoted some of their efforts to the study of organizational 
UGL 1 ULlUcillCC Ui. C £ JL CC. U 1 V cnci» J. UllCWi. J_5 l_Z> u JL U Vil Wj.Ult 
identifying organizational forms which permit maximum efficiency (i.e., 
one component of effectiveness) illustrates their interest in this sub­
ject (S-oray, 1976) . Weber delineated several characteristics of an 
ideally effective organization (Champion, 1975). In addition, public 
administration and scientific management theorists were interested in the 
practical problems of organizing for effective functioning (Katz and Kahn, 
1978). 
The h'jman relations aDT)ro3ch was develooed as an alternative to the 
small group in large organizations and emphasized the notion that formal 
organizations have an informal component (Waldo, 1969). Human relations 
theorists sought to restore the individual, with his needs and drives, 
to a central place in organizational theory, a place denied to him by 
classical management and weberian theory (Perrow, 1972). They argued 
that although organizations exhibit many rational properties, the work 
attitudes and sentiments of organizational members must be considered as 
primary factors affecting productivity and morale (Champion, 1975). 
Human relations theory explains organizational success in terms of indi­
vidual motivation and interpersonal relationships, especially the rela­
tionship between supervisor and subordinate (Katz and Kahn, 1978), 
Similar to other contemporary theorists, Lawrence and Lorsch (1967b) 
criticized closed system approaches to organizational analysis, such as 
the Weberian and human relations models, and proposed an open system 
approach as an alternative. Having observed that most organizational re­
search and theory either implicitly or explicitly focus on one best way 
to organize in all situations, they were particularly critical of pre­
occupations with finding universal principles. They advocated their own 
approach which involved examining relationships between organizational 
states and processes, and external environmental demands. According to 
T ar.TyaM r* a n-r» /-\r* O-OT-ït c f- 4 1 
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interested--that different external conditions might re­
quire different organizational characteristics and behavior 
patterns within the effective organization. 
T aT.77-OT-»r o T r\-r-crn'c /I Q A7 T.Trt-rlr c "n-r-nrmr\t" nv f- nTC 
First, as they gathered case studies for teaching materials, they 
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observed concrete examples of different types of organizations that were 
effective under different conditions. Second, they were influenced by 
Burns and Stalker (1961) and Woodward's (1955) research. Burns and 
Stalker reported that effective organizations in dynamic environments 
had organizational structures that were different from the structures of 
effective organizations in stable environments. Woodward observed that 
successful organizations in diverse industries with different technolo­
gies were characterized by different organizational structures. Based 
on these and other similar research findings, Lawrence and Lorsch proposed 
an approach which they called "contingency organization theory." This 
theory argues that there is no single best way to organize. Instead, the 
appropriate organizational structure depends on the contingencies con­
fronting the organization. 
A conception of organizations as open systems 
Any theory or model contains a set of assumptions about the nature 
Wi. L-Lic uiiCiiwuidiCi j.ii v c: o u • x iic i. c: j. j-j. 
provide different conceptions of organizations (Champion. 1975; Zey-
Ferrell, 1979). Contingency theory suggests that an organization is a 
system composed of subsystems and delineated by identifiable boundaries 
from its environmental suprasystem (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973) . Using the 
contingency view as a frame of reference, Kast and Rosenzweig (1973:313) 
defined an organization as: 
(1) a subsystem of its broader environment, and (2) goal ori­
ented; comprised of (3) a technical subsystem, (4) a struc­
tural subsystem. (5) a psychosocial subsystem: and coordinated 
by (6) a managerial subsystem. 
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They noted that contingency analyses seek to understand the interrela­
tionships within and among subsystems as well as between the organization 
and its environment. Ideally, interrelationships among all systems and 
systems should be examined. However, most studies have only considered 
cne environmental suprasystem and a limited number of subsystems. 
Contingency theory assumptions 
Pfeffer (1978) identified several assumptions of contingency theory. 
Generally, contingency^ , 
the top 
administrators 
" 'Is which are pre­
sumed 
Moreover, it is 
contender 
^formance pres­
sures . 
:cnsistent 
goal, 
Environ­
ment 
'•hich in-
ional 
5 organiza­
tional 
greement on 
tne criteria us 
is either goal con­
sensus in the organiza^%.^^^^^^^^^——^ 
ciu_nority to ensure uursu-
ance of selected objectives. Hence, Pfeffer concluded fra. 
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They noted that contingency analyses seek to understand the interrela­
tionships within and among subsystems as well as between the organization 
and its environment. Ideally, interrelationships among all systems and 
subsystems should be examined. However, most studies have only considered 
the environmental suprasystem and a limited number of subsystems. 
Contingency theory assumptions 
Pfeffer (1978) identified several assumptions of contingency theory. 
Generally, contingency theory takes as given that the goals of the top 
administrators or owners are certain performance goals which are pre-
cirm a/I ^ am ot> 9 a f "ynrm <~vT.Tr^ a>* *î TT%+-a^aof~o \^/>T*a/>T7aT* 4 f" n c 
contended that structures adapt or evolve in response to performance pres­
sures. Contingency theory presumes the existence of defined, consistent 
goals on which there is consensus and the existence of either environ­
mental or managerial forces tending to cause or select actions which in­
crease performance. If appropriate structures enhance organizational 
perfnT^Ti^-nrp . i r i g prçS'.ÏÏP.çd tP-^-TT ITl3T13g6rs "^111 06 CO 
structures so that they fit the organization's contingencies. Tnere are 
implicit assumptions in contingency theory that those designing organiza­
tional structures are interested in increasing organizational performance, 
that performance can be assessed, that there is reasonable agreement on 
the criteria used in the assessment, and that there is either goal con­
sensus in the organization or enough formal authority co ensure pursu­
ance of selected objectives^ Hence, Pfeffer concluded that in instances 
where these conditions do not hold, the adaptation mechanism is not likely 
f- 1-a m c f- g rvaf^aa-r^ >-^i«wnaT^t" raçn^^ i r* p r-
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is necessary for organizational effectiveness. Pfeffer's discussion sug­
gests that although these are major assumptions of contingency theory, 
many of them are untenable. 
The expansion of contingency theory 
Since Lawrence and Lorsch developed their contingency theory of or­
ganizational effectiveness, several different contingency perspectives 
have emerged. While most contingency theories posit an optimal fit be­
tween the organization and its environment, two major groups of theories 
can be distinguished on the basis of their postulations regarding which 
iii C i idii X. VZ C* Ip. O C.IXO ^ ^ L. L/C: L. W ^  C&i O U. A. Ui W W C*'^ w u. pi. w ^ 
gencies such as the organization's technology or its environment. One 
group consists of population ecology models such as Aldrich' s (1979) 
which posits that consonance between organizational structure and environ­
mental characteristics is achieved through differential survival or natu­
ral selection in which those organizations with appropriate structures 
— SPÛ tZO SU2rvi.V0 HIPG A 1_Q"7 A ' IZar» n g "xTdTi Q7 Q^  ~ 
ond group of contingency theories are concerned with the mechanism of 
managerial adaptation to obtain higher levels of organizational perform­
ance (Aldrich and pfeffer, 1976; Pfeffer, 1978). This study will focus 
exclusively on the latter group of contingency theories. It is also im­
portant to note that, among the contingency theories concerned with mana­
gerial adaptation, a distinction can be made between theories that posit 
either environmental or technological contingencies, or both. Contingency 
models which deal with environmental contingencies can be further 
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distinguished in terms of whether they are based on a conception of env"-
ronment as either a source of resources or a flow of information. Before 
clarifying the various contingency models, major contingency theory con­
cepts will be clarified. 
Major Contingency Theory Concepts 
Central concepts in contingency theory include concepts which per­
tain to components of the environmental suprasystem and the organiza­
tional system. The environmental suprasystem consists of general and 
specific components as well as analytical dimensions. Organizational con­
cepts include those which pertain to the organization's psychosocial, 
technological, and structural subsystems and organizational performance. 
Each of the major concepts will be explicated below. In the meantime, 
it should be noted that some of the psychosocial and structural concepts 
and none of the technological ones will be empirically examined in this 
study. However, all of the major contingency concepts will be explicated 
as a means of more adequately clarifying contingency theory (Table 2.1). 
The Environmental Suprasystem 
Since parsons' (1956) conception of the organization as a subsystem 
of the larger societal system, environment has become an increasingly im­
portant variable in organizational analysis. The environment is viewed 
not only as the social context in which organizations exist, but also 
Ci S ci p I 1 N ! y u-C L. C J-Ui.!. itciii u v-'O- LV .L c* oo 
1977). Despite the importance of environment, it is a phenomenon that 
Table 2.1. A typology of contingency theory concepts 
Environmental suprasystem 
The External Obiective Environment 
Psychosocial Subsystem 
The Subiective Environment 
General 
environment 
Specific 
environment' 
Analytical 
environmenta1 
dimensions 
Perceptions 
of 
environment 
Organizational 
members' 
characteristics 
Technologi­
cal condi­
tions 
Legal 
conditions 
Political 
conditions 
Economic ^ 
conditions 
Demographic 
conditions^ 
Ecological 
conditions 
Cultural 
conditions 
Organizational 
dyads, net­
works , and 
individuals 
Customers or 
clients 
Suppliers 
Competitors 
Regulatory 
grouns 
Environ­
mental 
. . k 
turouience" 
Environ­
mental, 
change^ 
Environ­
mental ^ 
complexity 
Environ­
mental J. 
competit ion 
Perceived en­
vironmental, 
uncertainty 
perceived en­
vironmental 
change^ 
Perceived en­
vironmental 
complexity 
perceived en­
vironmental 
comoetitionb 
Personal 
characteristics 
Tolerance for 
ambiguity 
Cognitive 
processes 
Educational 
background 
Years of ad­
ministrative 
experi ence 
Organizational 
membership 
characteristics 
Boundary 
pos ic ion  
Contingency theory traditionally has excluded the specific environ-
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here as a means of more fully specifying the conceptual domain of envi-
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Organizational system 
Organizationa1 
Background and 
the Technologi- Structural 
cal Subsysteir. Subsystem Organizational Perforrr.ance 
Contextual 
dimensions 
Structural 
dimension 
Organizational effectiveness 
Organizational 
origin 
Ownership and 
control 
Location 
Charter 
Technology 
Operations 
Materials 
Knowledge 
Differentiation 
b 
Centralization 
Formalization^ 
Lateral 
c ommuni cation 
Vertical ^ 
communication 
Organizational frame of refer­
ence: The administrators^ 
Organizational adequacy 
Resource adequacy 
Efficiency 
Goal attainment 
Productivity 
Overall assessment 
External frame of reference: 
The clientele^ 
Organizational outcomes 
Quantity of products and 
services 
Ana 1 4 T-\r nt* rM^rvrî f- c 
services 
Overall assessment 
External frame of reference: 
yuDiic representatives" 
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Quantity ot social impact 
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is difficult to conceptualize. A major difficulty associated with de­
fining environment centers around the problem of determining where the 
organization stops and the environment begins (Miles, Snow, and Pfeffer, 
1974; Starbuck, 1976; Hall, 1977). According to Miles, Snow, and 
Pfeffer, perhaps the best that can be hoped for is achieving a definition 
of organizational boundary consistent with the problem under investiga­
tion. Generally speaking, environment refers to all influences on the 
organization that are external to it (Kail, 1977; Zey-Ferrell, 1979). 
With the exception of the organization under study, everything in the uni­
verse is treated under the single category of environment (Katz and Kahn, 
1978). These observations suggest that environment is an abstract, 
multidimensional concept. In order for the concept of environment to be 
meaningful in organizational analysis, however, greater precision in 
the specification of its conceptual domain is needed. 
An approach used by Aldrich and pfeffer (1976) and Aldrich and Mind-
lin (1978) is useful for achieving greater clarity of the concept of en­
vironment. They observed that two different conceptions of environment 
have been used in the organizational literature. One conception treats 
the organizational environment as available resources whereas the second 
treats environment as a flow of information. Two observations should be 
•made regarding the re.snnrrpç-infnrmp.tiori classificatory scheme. First, 
it is obvious that any dichotcmous classification inherently limits pos­
sibilities for achieving a substantial degree of conceptual precision. 
However, other theoretical and empirical work which reflect the two con­
ceptions will be used to further clarify the concept of environment. 
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Second, it is recognized that many contingency theorists do not explic­
itly state their conception of environment. Recent contingency work 
clearly adopts the information conception of environment whereas early 
contingency theory and research only implicitly adopt certain aspects 
of the resource conception. Despite these limitations, the resources-
information typology is useful for categorizing theoretical and empiri­
cal work which pertain to different components of the concept of en­
vironment . 
The resources conception of environment 
According to this perspective, the environment is a source of re­
sources which are sought after by a population of organizations which 
competes for and shares them. The level of resources and the terms 
under which they are made available are the critical factors in organi­
zational analysis (Aldrich and Mindlin, 1978; Aldrich, 1979). Organiza­
tional environments consist of individuals, groups, and organizations 
chat  n rov ide  resources  fo r  inpuLs  ânu become lec ip ié i i t s  o f  o rgan iza t iona l  
outputs (Pennings and Goodman, 1977). Because the environment consists 
of various elements rather than information concerning these elements, 
the process, through which decision-makers apprehend information about 
the environment, is not given explicit attention (Aldrich and Mindlin, 
1978). In essence, the resources conception of environment, portrays 
the environment as an objectively real entity. Moreover, this conception 
of environment focuses attention on two broad components of the environ-
i-n o-r-* +-o1 crm * Ti 1 TT CTOT-kOT-ial cT\A/'~ 4 -r "1 r* nmT\r\Ti on t" c t" f" 
were identified by Hall (1977). 
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The general environment 
According to Hall (1977) , the general environment consists of con­
ditions that must be contended with by all organizations including tech­
nological, legal, political, economic, demographic, ecological, and cul­
tural conditions. VJhile specific organizations must respond to facets 
of the various conditions that are most relevant to them, the global con­
ditions are the same for all organizations. The importance of conditions 
in the general environment varies over time. However, there is currently 
no research evidence which permits specification of the circumstances 
under which one condition is more important than the other. 
The specific environment 
Other organizations and individuals with which the focal organiza­
tion has direct interaction comprise the specific component of the envi­
ronmental suprasystem. This external environmental component corresponds 
with the task environment concept coined by Dill (1958) and adopted by 
Tnoinpson (1967) p6iiTiiiigs 2110 Goooin^n (1977) to 08110110 trios0 pEzrts or 
the environment which are relevant to goal setting and goal attainment. 
Dill identified four major sectors of the task environment; customers, 
suppliers, competitors, and regulatory groups. Several authors (e.g., 
Emery and Trist, 1965; Terreberry, 1968) have noted that other formal 
organizations are increasingly the important components in the environ­
ment. This viewpoint is supported by pfeffer and Salanick's (1978) de­
scription of the environment; they identified three environmental levels, 
including the enacted environment, which will be discussed laiier, and 
ti'JC additional levels characterized by organizational components. Cne 
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level consists of the entire system of interconnected individuals and 
organizations (i.e., interorganizational dyads and networks) that are in­
directly related to one another and to a focal organization through the 
organization's transactions. A second level comprises the set of indi­
viduals and organizations with whom the focal organization directly inter­
acts. According to Hall (1977), even individuals in the environment 
usually interact with the focal organization as a representative of another 
organization. 
In view of the predominance of organizations as primary components 
in organizational environments, the specific environment is an important 
environmental component for understanding environmental influences on the 
internal functioning of focal organizations. The nature of the specific 
environment inevitably directs ens toward considering interorganizational 
interactions and their consequences. Specifically, the resources concep­
tion of environment is often employed within theoretical perspectives 
which hypothesize that organizations are not able to internally generate 
either all the resources or tuncticns required to maintain chem.selves, 
and therefore must enter into relations with elements in the environment 
that can supply necessary resources. This coriception of environment por­
trays the organization as active and capable of changing the environment: 
as well as adapting to it (Aldrich and Pfeffer, 1976). 
At this point, it is important to nets that contingency theorists, 
whose work implies a resources conception of environment, are largely con-
*  o o  / I  T . ? - ,  f -  k - »  f -  r »  a  r r o  neral rather than the specific component of the environ­
mental suprasystem. Therefore, with few exceptions (e.g., Thompson, 196/; 
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Pennings and Goodman, 1977), contingency theorists do not give explicit 
attention to core elements of the resources conception of environment 
such as interorganizational interaction. Instead, contingency theorists 
use che analytical concepcs of change, complexity, and competition to 
examine conditions in the general environment. Their concern with envi­
ronmental-organizational relationship emphasizes internal organizational 
adaptations to external environmental demands. The single organization, 
rather than interorganizational dyads or networks, is their unit of 
analysis. Similar to the traditional approach taken by contingency theo­
rists, this study will only examine the general environment's influence 
on organizational functioning. 
Analytical environmenta1 dimensions : Environmenta1 turbulence 
In addition to specifying the elements which comprise the general 
and specific environmental components, each of t^ese components can be 
analyzed in terms of various analytical dimensions. Although all of the 
analytical dimensions have not been clearly established (Zey-Ferrell, 
1979), change, complexity, and competition are three commonly recognized 
dimensions (Child, 1972). Contingency theorists have been particularly 
interested in examining the influence of environmental change, complexity, 
and competition on organizational functioning. For example, Burns and 
(1961), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967a, b) , Thompson (196/) , Chii-i (i975) , 
A /IOTA'S (3*4 ^ r-i o  f  cr ^   ^ /4 o 4 
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Pfeffer and Leblebici (1973), and DuBick (1978) examined the impact of eco-
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contingency theorists examine the environment either in terms of change, 
complexity, or competition, they are examining subcomponents of a larger 
dimension of environmental turbulence. An environmental typology which 
was developed by Emery and Trist (1965) provides insight regarding the 
turbulence dimension. Their typology consists of four ideal types of en­
vironments including the placid-randomized, placid-clustered, disturbed-
reactive, and the turbulent field. According to Terreberry (1958), the 
turbulent field is the kind of environment in which contemporary organi­
zations most often operate. Therefore, the turbulent field is the envi­
ronmental type which is relevant in the present study. 
Emery and Trist noted that turbulent fields are extremely complex 
because there are multiple interconnections between its various components. 
It is also characterized by competitiveness and d^niamic (i.e., change) 
processes that arise from the field, itself. In general, unpredictabil­
ity is a major characteristic of environmental turbulence. Although 
Emery and Trist refer to the turbulent field as an environmental type, 
in chis scudy, similar co approach caken by Kacz and Kahn (1975), envi-
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tiens (e.g., social, economic, demographic) in the environment are pre­
dictable or unpredictable in the areas of change, complexity, and competi-
t--?"Dacaa-rr'Tno'rc rn-a^r ovam-î'no t"no o-n^r-î "rrxrrmôT-jf- -Fr-nm f-n p 1" "î ttP n "F 
the overall dijner^sicrx of turbulence or in terms of its subconiponsnts. 
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Environmenta1 change Several terms have been used interchange­
ably to denote the subdimension of environmental change. The different 
terms include instability (Dill, 1958; Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence 
and Lorsch, 1967a, b; Thompson, 1967), dynamism (Emery and Trist, 1965; 
Terreberry, 1968), variability (Child, 1972, 1975), and volatility (Tosi, 
Aldag, and Storey, 1973; Pennings, 1975). Change represents a dimension 
which may vary along a continuum from stability to instability. Child 
(1972) noted that three aspects of change have been studied: (1) the 
frequency (rate) of changes in relevant environmental activities, (2) the 
degree of irregularity in the overall pattern of change, and (3) the 
degree of difference (amount) involved at each change. Change rate can 
be differentiated by high and low categories and the high and low rates 
can be further divided according to stable and unstable categories. 
Stable rates occur in situations where the set of critical factors re­
mains constant. unstable rates take place when a situation is loose and 
erratic and both the value of important variables and the kinds of rele­
vant variables in the set are changing unpredictably (Jurkovich, 1974). 
In this study, change is defined as the degree of difference involved 
in relevant demographic, social, and economic conditions during one 
specified time period. The rate and irregularity aspects of change will 
not he pva-mTTipd. 
Environmenta1 complexity The complexity subdimension cf environ­
ment has received a considerable amount of attention by contingency theo­
rists. Complexity represents the hoir.ogeneity-heterogeneity dimension of 
environment; it refers to the extent to which there are numerous. 
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heterogeneous and closely interconnected factors and activities outside 
the organization which are relevant to its planning and operations (Dill, 
1958; Emery and Trist, 1965; Thompson, 1967; Terreberry, 1968; Child, 
1972, 1975). In addition to the multiplicity, diversity, and intercon-
nectedness of factors, McCrimmon and Taylor (1976) suggested that large 
size and abstractness of relevant factors are also components of the envi­
ronmental complexity dimension. The first definition is the one that is 
adopted in this study. 
Environmenta1 competition An explicitly stated theoretical defi­
nition of environmental competition has not been provided in contingency 
literature. However, competition is most often discussed in terms of a 
situation in which there is reduced organizational latitude relative to 
necessary resources while individuals and organizations, with which the 
focal organization interacts, experience increased discretion (Child, 
1972; Negandhi and Reimann, 1972; DuBick, 1978; Katz and Kahn, 1978). 
Competition constitutes a dimension that ranges from liberality to scar­
city. Fundamental organizational resources include clients, staff, equip­
ment, specialized knowledge, and funds (Levine and white. 1961). There­
fore, in this study, environmental competition is defined as a situation 
in which the organization's operations and alternatives are threatened by 
the possib-i 1!-y ot ^he Teallty of having to share a disproportionate 
amount of its vital resources with other organizations cr external sources. 
The Organizational System 
Contingency theorists view the organization as a system composed of 
subsystems and delineated by identifiable boundaries from its environ­
mental suprasystem. The psychosocial subsystem is one of several organ­
izational subsystems (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973). Some theorists define 
environment as a property of the organization's psychosocial subsystem 
rather than as an external objective entity. This conception of environ­
ment will be discussed below. 
The information conception of environment 
According to this perspective, the environment is a flow of informa­
tion perceived by members at the organization's boundaries. It consists 
of information about environmental elements (i.e., conditions, individ­
uals and other organizations) rather than the characteristics of the ele­
ments themselves. This perspective extends the resources conception of 
environment by including the perception of information as an intervening 
link between environments and organizational activities. Information 
about the environment is used by the organizational decision-makers as one 
basis for modifying or maintaining organizational processes and structures. 
The primary concern of theorists who adopt the information conception of 
 ^4^  C ?" C?  ^ /^ T-i ^  QO o ^ C "î —-mO.r\n Ci c C d c T.7-Î f-r» f-r\ CL 
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their theoretical focus on cognition and perception, these theorists exam­
ine environments through the eyes of participants rather than environ­
mental elements taken in situ (Aldrich and Kindlin, 1978; Aldrich, 1979). 
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Dill (1958, 1962) and Weick (1969) are two major proponents of the 
information conception of environment. According to Dill (1958), the 
task environment consists of inputs of information from external sources. 
The environment is viewed as information which becomes available to the 
organization or to which the organization may get access via search activ­
ities (Dill, 1962). Along the same lines, Weick (1969) coined the term 
enacted environment to express the view that the environment is created 
by organizational members. The environment is a phenomenon tied to 
processes of attention; unless something is attended to, it does not 
exist, weick contended that rather than regarding the crucial environ­
ment of organizations as consisting of raw materials and consumers of 
transformed raw materials, a promising approach entails treating the en­
vironment in terms of the critical commodities of information and meaning 
on which the organization operates. 
The subjective environment 
The information conception of environment directs attention toward 
another environment, apart from the environmental suprasystem. Generally 
speaking, the environment denoted by the information perspective is a 
subjective one; it is the environment as perceived and reacted to by an 
individual (Downey, Hellriegel, and Slocum, 1977). The subjective en­
vironment is, therefore, a characteristic of the psychosocial subsystem 
which is comprised of organizational members. Theorists who view the en­
vironment in subjective terms make a clear distinction between the ''real'' 
and "perceived" environments and see the latter as being most important 
for organizational analysis. Dimensions or che subjective environment 
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that are most often studied include perceived environmental uncertainty, 
perceived change, perceived complexity, and perceived competition. 
Perceived environmenta1 uncertainty The concept of environmental 
uncertainty is one of the most important ones in contingency theory. It 
is a central concept used by contingency theorists to capture the environ­
ment's effects on organizational functioning (Downey, Hellriegel, and 
Slocum, 1975). The concept of uncertainty first emerged in the work of 
pioneer contingency theorists who viewed the environment as an objective 
reality. Because these theorists did not provide theoretical definitions 
of uncertainty, different interpretations of their conceptions of uncer­
tainty have resulted. Also, pioneer contingency theorists did not make 
a clear distinction between characteristics of the environment and their 
perception and evaluation by organizational participants (Child, 1972; 
Duncan, 1972; Downey and Slocum, 1975; Starbuck, 1976); this lack of 
theoretical clarity is another reason for different interpretations of 
early contingency writings. 
Proponents (e.g., Child, 1972; Downey, Hellriegel, and Slocum, 1975; 
Downey and Slocum. 1975: Starbuck, 1976) of the information conception 
of environment interpret the work of theorists such as Burns and Stalker 
(1961), Emery and Trist (1965), Lawren.ce and Lorsch (1967a, b) , Thompson 
vironmenta1 dimension. Although the writings of Burns and Stalker, Emery 
and Trist, and Terreberry are less ambiguous about their treatment of un­
certainty as an environmental dimension, interpretations of Lawrence and 
Lorsch and Thompson's conceptions of uncertainty are more difficult. 
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In Lawrence and Lorsch's (1967a, b) study of industrial organiza­
tions, at the theoretical level, they were concerned with the effects of 
the external environmental suprasystem on organizational functioning. 
However, at the empirical level, they obtained subjeccive daca from or­
ganizational members and, thereby, used an approach which contradicted 
their conception of environment (Starbuck, 1976). Despite this contradic­
tion, Lawrence and Lorsch explicitly recognized that there may be a dis­
crepancy between real attributes of the environment and management's per­
ceptions of these attributes (1967a), 
Thompson (1967) asserted that both technologies and environments are 
major sources of uncertainty for organizations. Uncertainties that stem 
from the environment come from lack of cause/effect understanding in the 
culture at large and from circumstances in which the outcomes of organi­
zational action are in part determined by the actions of elements of the 
environment. Contrary to assertions that Thompson viewed uncertainty as 
a dimension of the environment, Thompson's reference to environment as 
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The conceptual confusion, pertaining to whether uncertainty is a 
dimension of the objective environmental suprasystem or a dimension of 
the subjective environment, served as an impetus for theoretical and em­
pirical examinations of the concept. Recent analyses (e.g.. Child, 1972; 
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1975; Starbuck, 1976) suggest that environmental uncertainty is a 
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characteristic of the subjective environment. Every theoretical and 
operational definition cited in the literature treats environmental uncer­
tainty as a perceptual concept. 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967a, b) identified three dimensions of environ­
mental uncertainty: (1) clarity of information, (2) certainty of causal 
relationships, and (3) timespan of definitive feedback. Since Lawrence 
and Lorsch's work, Duncan (1972) was one of the first to put forth efforts 
to clarify the concept of uncertainty. Through semantic analysis of data 
regarding organizational members' perceptions of uncertainty, Duncan de­
rived three components of uncertainty; (1) the lack of information re­
garding the environmental factors associated with a given decision-making 
situation, (2) not knowing the outcome of a specific decision in terms of 
how much the organization would lose if the decision were incorrect, and 
(3) inability to assign probabilities with any degree of confidence with 
regard to how environmental factors are going to affect the success cr 
failure of the decision unit in performing its functions. Another theo­
retical definition states that uncertainty refers to the difficulty which 
organizational members encounter in predicting what will happen in the 
environment, what actions important groups or clients will take, and what 
action the organization should take (Gabarro, 1974). McCrimmon and Taylor 
(1Q76) equated uncertainty with a lack of appropriate information. Accord­
ing to Pfeffer and Salanick (1978), uncertainty has reference zo the ex­
tent to which future events can be anticipated and accurately predicted. 
Schmidt and Gummings (1976) defined uncertainty as a perceived inability 
to control or accurately predict outcomes of organization-environment 
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interaction. 
Collectively, the different theoretical definitions suggest that the 
concept of perceived environmental uncertainty (PEU) comprises four di­
mensions; (1) lack of an adequate amount of information, (2) lack of 
clarity of information, (3) inability to predict environmental factors 
and events, and (4) inability to predict the effects of environmental ele­
ments on organizational decision and action outcomes. However, additional 
empirical analyses of the concept of PEU are needed to determine its 
domain. In this study PEU will be defined as the lack of adequate infor­
mation for decision-making and predicting environmental events. 
Perceived change, complexity, and competition In addition to 
perceived environmental uncertainty (PEU), other dimensions of the subjec­
tive environment include perceived change, perceived complexity, and per­
ceived competition. These dimensions are suggested by the contention 
that individual organizational members differ in their perceptions of the 
environment (Duncan, 1972). The same objective environment may appear 
differently to organizational members within and among different organi­
zations (Miles, Snow, and Pfeffer, 1974). Although all of the subjective 
environmental dimensions have been examined, empirically, and operational 
definitions relative to specific research contexts have been provided. 
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Duncan (1972) defined perceived change and perceived complexity in teims 
of static-dynamic and simple-complex dimensions, respectively. The static-
dynamic dimension indicates the degree to which environmental factors 
were nerceived to remain basicallv the same over time or in a continual 
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process of change. The simple-complex dimension deals with the degree 
to which environmental factors are perceived to be numerous and diverse. 
Although no theoretical definition of perceived competition was provided 
in che lireracure, a plausible definition is implied by the meaning 
attributed to the objective competition dimension, perceived competition 
can be defined as the degree to which organizational members perceive 
organizational alternatives and discretions are being reduced due to loss 
of necessary resources to external organizations and individuals, and due 
to the advantages external sources gain through the focal organizations' 
losses. This study employs the theoretical definitions of perceived 
change and competition which are stated above. Perceived complexity will 
not be empirically examined. 
Organizational members' characteristics Since the subjective 
environment represents the environment as perceived and reacted to by 
organizational members, concepts which describe members' characteristics 
are important contingency theory concepts. Downey and Slocum (1975) and 
ùox-mey, hellriegei, and Slocum (1977) have discussed che impui. uciiict: uc 
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tion to perceptions c£ environment include individuals" tolerance for 
ambiguity, cognitive processes, and variety of managerial experience. 
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genera: manager positions and amount of managerial exp'^rience. 
ï'Jhen the unit of analysis is the LOi;al organization.; analyses of the 
characteristics of those individuals who are concernea wicn domain 
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decisions become essential (Downey and Slocum, 1975). According to Hall 
(1977), organizational members' perceptions are influenced by their posi­
tions within the organization. Organizational membership characteris-
cics of decision-makers are of particular Importance because decision­
makers' positions require many boundary-spanning activities. Boundary 
spanning refers to diverse kinds of interaction between subsystems within 
organizations or interorganizational interaction directed toward the goal 
attainment of the focal organization. Boundary activities can be formal 
(e.g., scheduled meetings, staff conferences) or informal (e.g., discus­
sions, telephone conversations). Five classes of boundary activity have 
been identified: (1) transacting the acquisition of inputs and the dis­
posal of outputs, (2) filtering inputs and outputs, (3) searching for and 
collecting information and intelligence, (4) representing the organiza­
tion to external organizations, and (5) protecting the organization's in­
tegrity and territory (Leifer, 1977). The influences of organizational 
members' characteristics will not be empirically examined in this study. 
Contextual dimensions 
Some organizational theorists posit that organizational structure 
and functioning are closely related to the context within which the organ­
ization operates. Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, and Turner (1969) identified 
several contextual factors including organizational origin, ownership and 
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problematic. 
Technology Some of the major difficulties associated with speci­
fying the conceptual domain of technology have been described in the lit­
erature. One difficulty stems from the fact that technology is a concept 
which subsumes many dimensions (Kage and Aiken, 1969; Mohr, 1971; Stan-
field, 1976). There are also difficulties involved in conceptually dis­
tinguishing between technological and structural dimensions of the organi­
zation. Elements from the following list are often included in. defini­
tions of technology; (1) characteristics of raw materials, (2) supplies 
other than raw materials, (3) techniques used in directly handling and 
transforming raw materials, (4) facilities and plant layout, and (5) the 
rate of change in production methods. Areas of overlap between technology 
and structure are apparent in each of these elements. Two major areas of 
overlap are cited as a means of illustrating this point. For example, 
raw materials and other supplies sometimes include organizational members 
while the extent of available knowledge implies degree of specialization 
(Stanfield, 1976). Another problem entails locating general dimensions 
that are applicable to organizations other than industrial ones (Hage and 
Aiken, 1969). Finally, some theorists define technology in terms of the 
system as a whole which includes the work done by machines whereas others 
limit the conceptual domain of technology to the actual jobs performed 
by individuals (Mohr, 1971). 
Zey-Ferrell (1979) observed that the concept of technology has been 
operationalized in different ways. She concluded thai: in spite of diverse 
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organizational technology involves either the mechanical or intellectual 
processes by which an organization transforms inputs, or raw materials, 
into outputs. The commonality which Zey-Ferrell described can be seen 
in the various efforts that have been made to define the types of tech­
nology and the dimensions of the general concept. 
In one of the first studies of technology, Woodward (1965) identi­
fied three types including small-batch, large-batch or mass production, 
and continuous process. She ordered these types along a scale of techni­
cal complexity. Woodward's typology was developed in relation to indus­
trial firms. Thompson (1967) tried to improve upon Woodward's classifi­
cation by developing a typology that is applicable to all organizations. 
He identified three types of technology including the long-linked which 
involves serial interdependence, the mediating which links clients or 
customers who wish to be interdependent, and the intensive in which a 
variety of techniques is dravm upon in order to achieve a change in some 
specific object. Perrow's (1967) approach to technology focuses on the 
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in che work and the nacure of the search process that is utilized when ex­
ceptional cases are found. Few exceptional cases are encountered when 
the raw material consists of objects that do not vary over time in their 
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found in cases of nonuniform raw materials such as human beings and their 
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analytical (i.e., routine) to those that are unstandardized or nonroutine. 
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More recently, efforts have been directed from identifying types 
of technology toward specifying the components of the general concept of 
technology. Hickson, Pugh, and Pheysey (1969) identified three compo­
nents of technology; operations, materials, and knowledge. The opera­
tions component refers to techniques used in the workflow activities of 
the organization. The materials aspect of technology pertains to the 
materials used in the workflow. Knowledge refers to the varying complex­
ities in the knowledge system used in the workflow. Theorists tend to 
focus on selected dimensions of technology. For example, Woodward (1965) 
was concerned with the operations aspect of technology while Perrow con­
centrated on the materials component. Also, Perrow's concern with the 
ability to understand the raw material and the extent of available infor­
mation about raw material encompasses the knowledge component of tech­
nology. The clarification of the technology concept was provided above 
because of the importance of this concept in contingency theory. However, 
technology will not be empirically examined in this study. 
Structural dimensions 
Organizational structure refers to internal properties of an organ­
ization as contrasted with external or contextual factors (Harvey, 1968). 
Intraorganizational dimensions, in various combinations, define the co­
ordination and control structure and functions that all organizations 
exercise (Zey-Ferrel1, 1979). While there is agreement that organiza­
tional structure is a multidimensional concept (Hage and Aiken, 1969; 
Hohr, 1971), there is lack of consensus regarding which dimensions com­
prise its domain. Part of the confusion results from d%zficultzes 
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associated with distinguishing between organizational and contextual 
dimensions. For example, one group of authors treats size as a contex­
tual factor (Hickson et al., 1969; Pugh et al., 1969; Child, 1972) where­
as another group (Hall, 1977; Dewar and Hage, 1978) treats size as a 
characteristic of organizational structure. Additional problems result 
from the fact that some authors (Hall, 1977) separate intraorganizational 
factors into groups of process and structural properties while others 
(Zey-Ferrell, 1979) do not make this distinction. Nevertheless, struc­
tural dimensions, which constitute the focus of contingency literature, 
can be identified; these include differentiation, complexity, central­
ization, formalization, and communication patterns. 
Complexity Different meanings have been attributed to the com­
plexity dimension of organizational structure. Champion (1975) treats 
complexity and differentiation as if they were the same multifaceted 
structural dimensions. On the other hand. Hall, Haas, and Johnson (1967) 
treated complexity as a multidimensional concept which encompasses dif­
ferentiation as one of its several dimensions. In their view, complex­
ity is comprised of four mul'Lidimerisional components inciuding general 
division of labor, horizontal and vertical differentiacion, and spatial 
dispersion. A still different approach vas suggested by Dewar and Hage 
(1978) who argued that complexity and differentiation are distinct con­
cepts; complexity refers to the different branches of knowledge and levels 
of expertise whereas differentiation refers to the divisions in the or-
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compasses at least three subdimensions: the number of occupational 
specialties, the professional activity, and the professional training of 
organizational members. In an earlier work, Hage (1965) only identified 
the first and third subdimensions noted above. Price (1968) viewed com­
plexity as a unidimensional concept which pertains to the degree of edu­
cation of its members or the degree of knowledge required to produce the 
output of a system. This study will take the approach of those authors 
who view complexity and differentiation as separate concepts. Specifi­
cally, the theoretical definition suggested by Price is adopted here. 
However, organizational differentiation will not be empirically examined. 
Centralization The centralization dimension has reference to 
the organization's predetermined distribution of power among individuals 
or units within the organization. The right to make decisions is a 
major aspect of centralization; that is, who or what has the right to 
make which kinds of decisions and when. In a centralized organization, 
most decision-making occurs at the top of the organizational hierarchy. 
Centralization is not a simple matter of who makes decisions, however, 
A high degree of centralization also exists if personnel at lower organi­
zational levels make many decisions, but the decisions are programmed 
by organizational policies. The nature of how evaluations of organiza­
tional members' performance is carried out constitutes another aspect of 
centralization. If evaluations are carried out by people at the top of 
the organization, the organization is centralized, regardless of the level 
at which decisions are made (Hall. 1977). In this study, centralization 
is defined as the extent to which decision-making is restricted to top 
level administrators. 
Formalization Unlike many concepts in organizational literature, 
the concept of organizational formalization has been rather explicitly 
defined and there is consensus regarding its meaning (Hall, 1977). A 
rather global definition of formalization was provided by Pugh and Asso­
ciates (1963). It states that formalization includes statements of pro­
cedures, rules, roles, and operation of procedures which deal with (1) 
decision-seeking; (2) conveying of decisions and instructions such as 
plans, minutes, and requisitions; and (3) conveying information such as 
feedback. An even broader definition was offered by Hall, Haas, and 
Johnson (1967) who treated formalization as a multidimensional concept. 
In fact, their definition is so broad that it overlaps with other struc­
tural dimensions such as centralization and communication. One subdimen­
sion of formalization which is unique to Kail, Haas and Johnson's con­
ception is socialization. That is, formalization encompasses the degree 
of orientation and inservice training. This broad definition as well as 
more specific ones essentially indicates that formalization refers to the 
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ih most research focuses on written materials. 
in writing. Ic is believed uaac unwriccen norms and standards can be 
just as binding as written ones. In highly formalized situations, the be 
havior of the role occupant is highly specified, leaving few options for 
individual discretion (Hall, 1977). This study will adopt Hall, Haas, 
and Johnson's définition. Thererore, formalization xs cennec as tne 
extent to which the behavior of organizacional members' is predecermined 
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and specified by socialization mechanisms such as organizational orienta­
tions . 
Communication patterns Organizational structures are designed 
to be information handling systems. The very creation of an organiza­
tional structure indicates that communications are supposed to follow a 
particular path (Hall, 1977). Communication systems may be defined as 
networks which are designed to transmit information to and from all posi­
tions within an organization (Champion, 1975) ; they consist of vertical 
and horizontal components (Champion, 1975; Hall, 1977). Vertical com­
munications involve both downward and upward flows. In reference to down­
ward communications, five elements of this subdimension were identified: 
(1) job instructions, (2) the rationale for tasks and their relationships 
to the rest of the organization, (3) information regarding organizational 
procedures and practices, (4) feedback, and (5) ideology. Upward com­
munications essentially involve what position occupants say about them­
selves, their performance, and their problems; about others and their 
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needs to be done and how it can be done. Horizontal communications occur 
both within an organizational subunit and between subunits (Hall, 1977). 
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verbal and written information flows upward and downward whereas lateral 
communication refers to extent to which the exchange of information occurs 
within organizational units. 
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Organizational effectiveness 
Organizational effectiveness is one of several subdimensions which 
comprise organizational performance. The concept of organizational ef-
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defining effectiveness an extremely difficult one (Zey-Ferrell, 1979). 
Early efforts aimed at understanding organizational effectiveness gen­
erally involved using one global or ultimate criterion to denote the con­
cept (Steers, 1975). More recently, however, many authors have concluded 
that effectiveness is multidimensional (Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, 
1957; Mahoney and Weitzel, 1969; Steers, 1975; Mulford et al., 1977; Katz 
and Kahn, 1978). When the researcher is studying a complex system that 
has many expected outcomes and many different constituencies, a unitary 
concept of effectiveness is inadequate (Katz and Kahn, 1978). Despite 
agreement regarding the multidimensionality of the concept of effective­
ness, there is little consensus about its domain of relevant dimensions 
or components, however (Mahoney and Weitzel, 1969; Steers, 1975; Goodman 
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Social scientists have primarily dealt with the problem of specify­
ing dimensions of organizational effectiveness by defining effectiveness 
in terms of criteria generated by organizational theories '.vhich guide 
their research. According to Ghorpade (1970) , research on organizational 
effectiveness has been influenced largely by the rational and the social 
system models of organizational analysis. Researchers who have used the 
first model, usually derived criteria of effectiveness from organiza­
tional goals whereas some socia^ system aciaerents aave used, as criteria. 
Parsons' system prerequisites which include adaptation, goal attainment. 
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integration, and latency. Effectiveness criteria have tended to multiply 
as smaller theoretical perspectives, encompassed by either the rational 
or system models, have added to criteria inherent in the two overarching 
organizaticnal models. Criteria of organizational efxectiveaess vary 
depending upon which theoretical perspective is employed. 
Unlike many other theoretical perspectives, contingency theory 
largely has ignored the question of what is meant by organizational ef­
fectiveness. As a result, at the empirical level, organizational effec­
tiveness research guided by contingency theory has tended to measure ef­
fectiveness on the basis of criteria that are specific to the research 
setting instead of using general, theoretically grounded measures. Spe­
cifically, since contingency research has almost always focused on busi­
ness and industrial organizations, it has consistently measured effective­
ness in terms of an ultimate criterion of economic success. 
Organizational theorists have just begun to recognize that their 
theories should generate criteria of organizational effectiveness that re-
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cause organizational effectiveness studies trsditionslly have taken s 
closed system approach, these studies have assumed a unitary frame cf 
reference; that is, the perspective of the organization as perceived by 
its administrators. Even open system theorists are just beginning to con­
sider the viewpoints of relevant external groups and individuals. Fried-
lander and Pickle (1968) were among the first to advocate this approach. 
In their view, although criteria cf effectiveness typically have been 
limiced co incemal dynamics of the organization; if the organizacion is 
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viewed as an open system, external dynamics must also be considered. 
Following Friedlander and Pickle's work, other authors (e.g., 
Ghorpade, 1970; Dubin, 1976; Scott, 1977; Katz and Kahn, 1978) have rec­
ognized that participants and constitutents associated with an organiza­
tion may utilize varied and sometimes conflicting criteria in assessing 
the organization's effectiveness. They argue that criteria which are 
acceptable from one frame of reference may not be valid from another per­
spective. Despite the open system nature of contingency theory, Pennings 
and Goodman (1977) are the only contingency theorists who have considered 
the importance of internal and external frames of reference and no con­
tingency theorists have empirically examined any frame of reference other 
than the organizational one. Pennings and Goodman noted that, internally, 
the organization consists of a set of interest groups or constituencies 
by whom effectiveness is defined. The environment of an organization 
contains actors such as buyers, sellers, and competitors who play a dual 
role as external determinants of effectiveness and external constituen­
cies. As determinants of effectiveness, actors have some control over 
the focal organization's input acquisition or its output disposal. Ex­
ternal constituencies set constraints and define appropriate referents 
of organizational effectiveness which become incorporated in the overall 
effectiveness assessment. Dubin (1976) and Scott (1977) have noted that 
one should expect little commonality or convergence in the criteria em­
ployed by the various parties. Moreover, Friedlander and pickle's (i963) 
study of small businesses provided empirical support for this expecta­
tion; they reported relatively low and sometimes negative correlations 
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between effectiveness scores across a set of criteria of presumed impor­
tance to various constituencies. 
It is clear that there is no universally accepted set of organiza­
tional effectiveness criteria. Therefore, which and whose criteria the 
researcher chooses to emphasize should reflect the purpose guiding the 
inquiry (Ghorpade, 1970; Scott, 1977), Scott listed several constituent 
groups whose frames of reference might be considered. Major groups within 
the organization include administrators and rank-and-file participants 
while important external groups consist of clients who utilize the organ­
ization's products or services and representatives of the public-at-large. 
He argues that it is essential to state clearly which criteria are being 
employed and to recognize that these criteria are normative and will 
serve some interests more than ethers. Scott also proposed that data 
should be gathered from several possible sampling frames. Since this 
study is concerned with contingency theory, an open-system approach, both 
internal and external constituents' evaluations of effectiveness should 
be examined. nence, this research wzii include evaluations or ellticuive-
ness by administrators, clients, and public representatives. 
An organizational frame of reference : The administrators' viewpoint 
Since organizational effectiveness has most often been studied from an 
internal organizational perspective, as viewed by top-level organizational 
members, most of the criteria of effectiveness discussed in the literature 
pertains to this frame of reference. Steers' (1975) survey of the fre­
quency of occurrence of evaluation criteria in seventeen organizational 
effectiveness models is instructive here. According to Steers, the three 
most frequently employed criteria were adaptability-flexibility, produc­
tivity, and satisfaction. Other criteria, considered to be important 
from the organizational standpoint include resource adequacy (Scott, 
1977), efficiency (Dubin, 1976; Katz and Kahn, 1978), and goal attainmenc 
(Price, 1972). With the exception of adaptability-flexibility, all of 
these criteria will be treated as criteria of effectiveness that repre­
sent the organizational frame of reference. Use of adaptability-flexi­
bility as a criterion of effectiveness is precluded by contingency theory, 
however; because according to this theoretical perspective, adaptability-
flexibility is not an inevitable criterion of organizational effective­
ness and its relationship to effectiveness depends upon environmental 
conditions. 
Scott (1977) suggests a number of presumed criteria of effective­
ness for various groups of organizational constituents. He argues that 
different perspectives are represented within the organization by adminis 
trators and rank-and-file participants. However, only the organizational 
viewpoint represented by administrators will De considered here. In 
Scott's view, administrators emphasize organizational features and partie 
ipant characteristics presumed co influence orgaaizational effectiveness. 
Administrators are especially concerned with resource adequacy including 
the adequacy of facilities, equipment, administrative support structures, 
fiscal arrangements, and qualifications of staff. 
Another author (Dubin, 1976) argues that the internal organizational 
perspective is a typical managerial viewpoint. According to Dubin, the 
fundamental question administrators ask about effectiveness focuses on 
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whether the invested resources are utilized efficiently. Katz and Kahn 
(1978) noted that efficiency is one of the few widely agreed upon com­
ponents of organizational effectiveness. They state that efficiency 
refers co che cechnical ability of an organization to minimize costs of 
transforming inputs into acceptable outputs. Kage and Aiken (1970) made 
a similar observation. In their view, efficiency refers to relative em­
phasis on cost reduction of the product or service provided by the organ­
ization. A high degree of efficiency suggests great organizational ef­
fort to conserve resources. 
Goal attainment has been treated as an ultimate criterion by the 
goal approach to organizational effectiveness and as one of four dimen­
sions of effectiveness in Parsons' (1956) system theory. While using 
goal attainment as a unitary criterion has been shown to be an inadequate 
approach (Champion, 1975; Hall, 1977; Zey-Ferrell, 1979), there is reason 
to believe that goal attainment is one of several criteria of effective­
ness. Primacy of orientation to the attainment of a specific goal is 
the aefxning characceriscic or an organizai.ioii wuicli J1&Liiiguishcs it 
from other types c£ social systems (Parsons, 1956). Coals %^st. there­
fore, be considered eiLher explicitly or implicitly in any organizational 
analysis (Perrow, 1961; Hall, 1977). Ac a minimum. goal attainment refers 
to productivity. Organizational productivity is usually defined as the 
volume or quantity cf the primary product or service provided (Campbell, 
1977). Another important aspect cf productivity encompasses the degree 
cf satisfaction v.'ith overall organizational performance; that is, an 
overall rating of performance by a knowiecgeaoie organizacional member. 
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In keeping with the criteria discussed in the literature, inter­
nally defined organizational effectiveness refers to the extent to which 
administrators are concerned with overall organizational adequacy. The 
organization is effective or functioning adequately when there are suffi­
cient resources, efficient operations, and optimum goal attainment. Col­
lectively, these criteria constitute the organizational perspective of 
administrators. 
An external frame of reference : The clientele Very little has 
been written about the criteria that an organization's clientele are ex­
pected to emphasize in evaluating its effectiveness. Scott (1977) argues 
that clients who utilize the products or receive the services are con­
stituents who are likely to emphasize organizational outcomes. Outcomes 
refer to specific characteristics of materials or objects on which the 
organization has performed some operation. Clients will evaluate the 
organization's products or services on the basis of the extent to which 
they have met their own needs and expectations. When clients are recipi­
ents of personal services, they are likely to place a greac deal of em-
iiiciiu. r i. xcu. idLiuc J- Giiu r j-Cfv ^ j.:7 uO y cibs>uiiicu cuctL. cas>cuiucis' v j_ siiicaxi U U£»-L  
nesses would be interested in the quantity and quality of goods and ser­
vices. Using their approach as a guide, one could categorize all criteri 
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izational outcomes. Clients' overall assessments of outcomes are also 
important. Criteria that are important to clients collectively constitue 
the outcœie dimension of organizational effectiveness. Hence, 
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organizational effectiveness, as defined from the client frame of refer­
ence, refers to the quality and quantity of organizational service out­
comes. 
An external frame of reference: Public representatives Similar 
to the situation concerning clientele, organizational theorists have not 
thoroughly examined criteria that public representatives might emphasize 
when evaluating effectiveness. Scott (1977) does give some attention to 
this constitutent group. He uses the term "representatives of the public-
at-large" to refer to persons who are vested with the authority to en­
sure that the organization adequately serves the population which it 
is supposed to serve. Friedlander and Pickle's (1968) examination of 
government agencies, as one external constituent group, appears to be 
analogous to Scott's representatives of the public-at-large. Friedlander 
and Pickle noted that the criteria, presumed to be of interest to govern­
mental agencies, were criteria that reflected the degree to which the 
organization carried out its responsibilities to government. According 
to Scott, public representatives emphasize macroquaiity criteria, xne 
J-u.xjL«aciii:di uo J. uiic jr ci o fv u. L- c j. ^  c: w uv o y c. w etc. w, ^ 
organization is concentrating its attention and resources on the proper 
products or problems and whether the ccsnmunity is benefiting from the or­
ganization's operations. Criteria of this nature seem to be synonymous 
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utility dimension of effectiveness consists of criteria pertaining to the 
quantity and quality of organizational impact. Therefore, in this study, 
organizational effectiveness from the public representative frame of 
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reference refers to the quality and quantity of outcome consequences. 
The Argument from Environment : 
Environmental Contingencies 
It has been noted that two major groups of contingency theories have 
emerged; one group posits that the environment is the source of contin­
gencies for organizations whereas the other group contends that the or­
ganization's technology is the source from which contingencies come. The 
variants of contingency theory which posit environmental contingencies 
comprise the predominant group; these contingency theory variants will 
be exsminsd closely in this dissertation= 
Earlier, it was noted that differences exist among contingency theo­
rists who stress environmental contingencies. One group of these theo­
rists views environment as an objective reality, or as a pool of resources, 
whereas the second group conceptualizes environment in subjective terms, 
or as a flow of information. Arguments about relationships between the 
environment and the organination differ depending upon which conception 
of environment is espoused. Theoretical and empirical analyses which 
reflect the objective and subjective conceptions of environment are dis­
cussed in this section of the dissertation. The major hypotheses and 
contingency models put forth in the writings of each group are extrapo­
lated and clarified. 
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The Objective Environment 
Pioneer contingency theory and research treats the environment as an 
objective reality. Initially, the environmental dimensions of change, 
complexity, and uncertainty were emphasized,^ Later, environmental com­
petition began to receive considerable attention. All of these dimensions 
were treated as environmental contingencies which influence the relation­
ship between organizational structure and effectiveness. Contingency 
work which examines the effects of the objective environment will be dis­
cussed below. 
Pioneer contingency work : The Burns and Stalker tradition 
Burns and Stalker (1961) were among the first to examine environment­
al-organizational relations from a contingency perspective. They con­
ducted a field study of twenty British industrial firms in which they col­
lected data by means of unstructured interviews with key organizational 
officials and via observational techniques. Burns and Stalker explored 
relationships between internal organizational structure and performance 
as well as the impact of rates of change in cechnological and market en­
vironmental conditions on the relationship between structure and perform­
ance. They observed that firms could be distinguished in terms of two 
1  .  1  . . « I  ^  ^  
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certainty is a subjective environmental dimension, early contingency 
theorists such as Bums and Stalker and Lawrence and Lorsch treated uncer­
tainty as a dimension of the objective environment. However, as Starbuck 
(1976) noted, Lawrence and Lorsch treated uncertainty as an objective 
concept 21 tlb.0 tztlgoltg'li.cs 1 l8vsl dut itî6ssuir0d tmczr12i.ntz'^ — 
tive indicators. In this study, environmental uncertainty will be ex-
U.L1O O C u  ^C ^ *_ tit: awi./ v .. A. c. • 
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distinct types of management and structural patterns which they called 
mechanistic and organic. 
Mechanistic organizations were characterized by high degrees of 
task differentiation, formalization, centralization, and vertical commu­
nication as well as low professicnalizaticn; these organizations had rela­
tively closed, routinized, inflexible structural characteristics. Con­
versely, organic organizations were characterized by high task interde­
pendence, professicnalizaticn of staff, lateral (horizontal) communica­
tion, and low centralization and formalization. Compared to their mech­
anistic counterparts, organic characteristics were flexible and adaptive. 
Burns and Stalker observed that mechanistic structural characteristics 
appeared to be appropriate for firms operating in relatively stable, pre­
dictable environments. Under highly predictable environmental conditions, 
it was possible to routinize tasks and procedures, to formalize rules, 
to centralize decision-making, and to have primarily downward vertical 
communication. On the other hand, where environmental conditions were 
in a constant state of flux, these conditions produced uncertainty in 
decision-makers' ability to predict environmental demands. Therefore, 
due to their flexible, adaptive nature, organic systems were more appro­
priate under the latter environmental conditions. 
A replication and extension of Burns and Stalker's research 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967a, b) were influenced by Burns and Stalker's 
work and therefore sought to more rigorously test some of the same re­
search questions. Similar to Bums and Stalker, they observed several 
problems associated with classical organizational cheory. Lawrence and 
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Lorsch were particularly concerned about classical theory's universal 
principles and its failure to consider relationships between internal or­
ganizational structure and processes and the external environment. Their 
research focused on answering the basic question, what Kinds of struc­
tural characteristics and processes are necessary for effectively dealing 
with different environmental conditions? More specifically, they exam­
ined relationships between the external conditions of uncertainty, change, 
and complexity in economic and market conditions and internal organiza­
tional states of differentiation, integration, and effectiveness. Accord­
ing to Lawrence and Lorsch, as organizations deal with their external en­
vironments, they become segmented into distinct units ; each unit deals 
with only a portion of the total environment. The various parts of the 
organization also have to be linked together in order to accomplish the 
organization's overall purpose. Division of labor and the need for uni­
fied effort lead to a state of differentiation and integration within 
organizations. It was hypothesized that certainty of information about 
OTTûT^-t-O -it** f- H <3 aft 4- -y yt-r--» Q-»-i T r-» -v vwv. o o '! r* _ 
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Xn essence, L<îwrence and Lorsch (1967b : 17) sought co find; -. . .a sys-
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gration are related to effective performance under different environmental 
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The strategy which Lawrence and Lorsch used involved two research 
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tries. In the first research phase, six organizations in a plastics 
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industry were studied. The overall environment of the plastics industry 
was characterized by rapid technological and market change, high complex­
ity, and high uncertainty. In order to study different environmental 
effeccs on che internal state and functioning of organizations in this 
single industry, the total environment was divided into three subenviron-
ments that were distinguished on the basis of three organizational de­
partments; sales, production, and research. In the second phase, the 
researchers purposefully selected two additional industries with environ­
mental conditions that contrasted with the plastics industry environ­
ment. This phase added four organizations or two organizations per each 
of the two additional industries. The container industry was selected 
as an industry with environmental conditions depicting the polar extreme 
of the plastics industry's total environment. The environment of the 
container industry was relatively stable, homogeneous, and certain. A 
packaged foods industry was selected as the third firm; its environment 
was intermediate to the other two industrial environments. 
The results of Lawrence and Lcrsch's research largely replicated 
Burns and Stalker's findings and supported their own. hypotheses. Regard­
less of whether they were comparing organizations with different or simi­
lar degrees of effectiveness across the three subenvironments cf the 
plastics industry or across the three total environments of the separate 
industries, certain patterns were found. The more highly effective organ­
izations which were operating in unstable, complex, uncertain environments 
were organizations chat were also highly differentiated and used special 
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integrative devices rather than traditional types of formalization. 
Conversely, highly effective organizations that operated under stable, 
homogeneous, certain environmental conditions were organizations that had 
low degrees of differentiation and relied on the formal hierarchy as ics 
sole integrative device. Low performing organizations which functioned 
under either of the two extreme kinds of environmental conditions were 
organizations that had achieved neither the degree of differentiation 
nor the extent of integration required by their particular environments. 
Medium organizational performers had achieved either the required dif­
ferentiation or the required integration, but not both. Lawrence and 
Lorsch concluded that their findings suggest a contingency theory with 
the basic underlying assumption that organizational variables are in com­
plex interrelationship with one another and with conditions in the envi­
ronment. Specifically, if an organization's internal structure and 
processes are consistent with external environmenta1 conditions, it will 
be effective. 
Thompson's contribution to contingency theory 
During the same time that Lawrence and Lorsch were developing and 
testing their contingency theory of organizational effectiveness, Thomp­
son (1967) was concurrently developing his own version of contingency 
theory. According co pfeffer (1973), although Thompson's theory does not 
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"Lawrence and Lorsch treated formalization as one subditnension of 
differentiation. 
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the organization's internal technology and its external environment pro­
duced contingencies for organizational functioning in that technologies 
and environments are sources of uncertainty. He hypothesized that organ­
izations cope with environments that are uncertain, unstable, and complex 
by decentralizing, becoming less formalized, and by dividing the hetero­
geneous environment into homogeneous subsegments and creating specialized 
organizational units to deal with each environmental subsegment. In con­
trast, it was hypothesized that organizations in certain, stable, homoge­
neous environments cope with these conditions by using less subunit dif­
ferentiation and higher degrees of centralization and formalization. 
Thompson's argument suggests that by coping with environmental contin­
gencies, organizations are able to ensure effective organizational per­
formance under varied environmental conditions. 
Recent empirical tests of contingency models 
Few major empirical tests of contingency models of effectiveness 
the Negandhi and Reimann (1972), pennings (1975), and Child (1975) stud­
ies. Each of these studies will be discussed below. 
Negandhi and Reimann's study The purpose of Negandhi and Reimann's 
(1972) research was to test the contingency theory of effectiveness pro­
posed by Burns and Stalker and Lawrence and Lorsch. Their study was con­
ducted in India, a developing country, and therefore provides a cross-
cultural test of contingency theory. Data were collected from thirty 
manufacturing firms which represented diverse kinds of industries. They 
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firms under different degrees of change and market ccsnpetition. 
It was hypothesized that under relatively dynamic and competitive 
market conditions, decentralized firms would be more effective than cen­
tralized firms. The results of the study provided some support for con­
tingency theory with a slight modification. Although it was not found 
that organizational effectiveness requires decentralization under dynamic, 
competitive market conditions, it was found that these environmental con­
ditions make decentralization more important to organizational effective­
ness than do stable, noncompetitive conditions. Because the sample was 
not randomly drawn and the study was undertaken in a developing country, 
the authors made no overall generalizations. However, they noted the im­
portance of the fact that cheir research largely substantiated contin­
gency theory in a different cultural setting. 
Pennings' study pennings (1975) used data from forty branch 
offices of a United States brokerage organization tc test the consonance 
3 
hypothesis, a central aspect of contingency theory. The environmental 
variables analyzed in this study Included objective measures of complex­
ity, demand volatility, and resourcefulness as well as subjective meas­
ures of complexity, uncertainty, and competition. Structural variables 
included power and particlpativeness. Pennings' test of the consonance 
hypothesis showed that consistency between environmental and structural 
variables had little bearing on the effectiveness of organizations; the 
study did not provide support for contingency theory. It should be noted, 
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"An explanation of the consonance hypothesis is provided in the next 
section which pertains to contingency models of effectiveness. 
63 
example, Scott (1977) observed that pennings failed to provide a clear 
rationale for linking the correspondence between his measures of environ­
ment and structure to his measures of effectiveness. He charged that it 
is likely that the indicators used by Pennings were measures that hap­
pened to be available and were pressed into service despite their lack 
of applicability. 
Child's study Using data from a sample of British industrial and 
business firms. Child (1975) tested a contingency hypothesis which posited 
that the most successful companies in unstable as opposed to stable en­
vironments have more specialization and less formalization. Child's find­
ings showed that the degree of specialization did not vary significantly 
between high and low performing companies within either stable or unstable 
environments. In reference to the second structural variable, when com­
paring stable and changing environments, there was no association between 
degree of formalization and one measure of effectiveness whereas there 
was a significant relationship between formalization and another measure 
of effectiveness. Hence, this study provided a limited amount of support 
for contingency theory. 
Contingency Models of Effectiveness 
The preceding summary of major contingency work shows that trr-s ther.-
recical perspective and the research which it has generated are both lim­
ited in scope and clarity. Contingency theory was inductively derived 
from Burns and Stalker's exploratory study. Its single major empirical 
test conducted by Lawrence and Lorsch was primarily exploratory. Other 
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more recent contingency studies have largely consisted of analyses of 
extant data that were collected for some purpose other than testing con­
tingency theory. Contingency propositions are not clearly stated and em­
pirical tests have been relatively nonrigorous and inconclusive. There­
fore, the exact meaning of contingency theory is susceptible to varied 
4 interpretations. An important question that needs to be answered is, 
exactly what kinds of linkages between environment, structure, and organ­
izational effectiveness are being posited by contingency theorists? Two 
of the answers most commonly proposed relative to that question are ex­
plored in the next sections. 
The environment as moderator 
Tosi and Associates (1973) observed that the specification of moder­
ator variables is central to contingency theory. According to Hay (1973), 
the notion of qualifier or moderator variables was introduced in sociol­
ogy by Kendall and Lazarsfeld (1950) as a means of specifying the condi-
«_ J. wtij.s-1.1. o. I-/vo x .1.0 (.c Lioo J. jLc:j.c.ujLViic>iij_u J. ciiïi uiiciicu. vji. wears." 
ened. He further noted that the moderator variable encompasses several 
analogous social science techniques used as a means of increasing the 
validity of prediction models, to increase the reliability of social meas­
urement and as a basis for more valid causal inference. Another comment 
made by Hay seems more relevant to the function of the moderator variable 
in contingency theory. He noted that a meaningful way of conceptualizing 
4 
Seme of the varied interpretations of contingency theory, especially 
Aldrich's ecological model, are described by Van de Ven (1979). 
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moderator variable effects pertains to their sorting of heterogeneous 
aggregations of cases into homogeneous groups, thus indicating the degree 
to which the observed scores of cases comprising a particular subgroup 
have some common quality. Schmidc and Cummings (1970) noted that moder­
ator variables may affect the magnitude and even the direction of the 
relationship between independent and dependent variables. In summary, 
the moderator variable technique enables the researcher to more clearly 
and adequately specify the nature of relationships between variables 
Contingency theorists have identified two groups of moderator vari­
ables (i.e., contingencies), environmental and technological contingen­
cies. Only the first group will be considered in this section. Environ­
mental turbulence and its subdimensions of change, complexity, and compe­
tition are the major environmental contingencies that are believed to 
affect the relationship between structure and effectiveness. The con­
tingency model of effectiveness depicted by this interpretation of con­
tingency theory is clarified below. 
b'DSCificanoTi cf surucuural variables Concirigency cheoriscs con-
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ment that was once prominent in the literature which states that there is 
a single universally appropriate organizational design. Basically, two 
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relations model. Each has been advocated by its respective adherents as 
"For detailed discussions of moderator variables, see Hay (1973) 
«m «M T.T ^TQ7'ÎN 
66 
as being universally superior. In their field research, contingency 
theorists, Burns and Stalker (1961), observed organizations with struc­
tures that fit both models. They referred to organizations with Weberian-
type structures as mechanistic whereas they referred to organizations 
which approximated the human relations model as being organic. However, 
in contemporary society, it is unlikely that entire organizations can be 
adequately described as either mechanistic or organic (Kast and Rosen-
zweig, 1973). Contingency theorists continue tc use the mechanistic-
organic classification scheme in their examinations of the relationships 
between one or more structural components and effectiveness. The particu­
lar structural components, that are studied in each piece of contingency 
research, are examined on a continuum ranging from completely mechanis­
tic characteristics at one externe to completely organic characteristics 
at the opposite extreme. This means that each structural component or 
dimension has both organic and mechanistic characteristics. Also, similar 
to early contingency work, more recent writings also categorize organiza­
tions in terms of the mechanistic-organic dichotomy. Utilization of this 
dichotomy is based on an assumption that structural dimensions of any 
given organization will be predominantly mechanistic or organic, not 
both. 
In contingency analyses, the routinized. closed aspects of each 
strucuural dimension are classified as being mechanistic. Specifically, 
high degrees of differentiation, centralization, formalization, and verti­
cal communication as well as low complexity (i.e., professionalization.) 
»-> -v" o ^ 4-
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extreme of each structural dimension its organic properties are found. 
Hence, organic characteristics comprise either low degrees of each of the 
above structural dimensions or their polar opposites which are; task 
interdependence5 decentralization, informality, lateral communication, 
and high complexity. 
From an overall perspective, organizations which have predominantly 
mechanistic structural properties are organizations in which administra­
tors attempt to achieve coordination and control primarily through hier­
archical arrangements. It is assumed that individual work tasks can be 
adequately performed in isolation of other tasks and specialized training 
is not required. Written rules, procedures, and regulations regularize 
the behavior of organizational members. Information flows up through 
channels and decisions and instructions flow downward. 
Organizations with predominantly organic structures also have cer­
tain distinctive characteristics. Professionalization or complexity be­
comes especially important because it is assumed that individuals will 
be able to perform their tasks on the basis of their knowledge of the 
task and of the entire organization. Also, individual and subunit tasks 
are smaller components of larger organizational casks, not autonomous 
entities. Professionalization, rather than formalization, regularizes 
organizational members' behavior. Hierarchical arrangements are mini­
mized; hence, omniscience is not imputed to top administrators. Lateral 
communication is prevalent; even communication between people of differ-
i. uiic w ^ wiio w-x uo ^ ^ c» v-11 c. 
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Specification of performance variables It has already been noted 
that organizational effectiveness is the sole performance variable which 
contingency theorists study. Often, effectiveness is treated as a uni­
tary concept and it is defined within the context of particular research 
studies, with the exception of Pennings and Goodman's (1977) theoretical 
model, external organizational constituents' criteria of effectiveness 
are not considered by contingency theorists. 
The relationship between structure and crganlzationa1 effectiveness 
Exactly what kind of linkages between structure and effectiveness are 
being proposed by contingency theorists is quite ambiguous. Because con­
tingency propositions often are not explicitly stated, it is necessary to 
extrapolate them from the various contingency works. Although some writ­
ings imply that a causal linkage between structure and effectiveness is 
being posited, most writings suggest that contingency theorists view 
structural dimensions as correlates rather than determinants of effective­
ness. Regardless of what is being posited at the theoretical level, with 
the exception of one of the major studies (Schmidt and Cummings, 1976), 
contingency research clearly has not used statistical procedures which are 
appropriate for testing causal hypotheses. In most instances, statisti­
cal tests of differences between the average effectiveness of various 
subgro'Jps the primary or sole statistical analysis (e.g., 
Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967s. b: Negandhi and Reimann, 1972; Child, 1975). 
Generally, it is hypothesized that all structural characteristics are re­
lated to organizational effectiveness. But, the exact nature of these 
relationships depend on the impact of environmental contingencies. 
Specification of moderator variables Environmental turbulence 
and its subcomponents of change, complexity, and competition are variables 
which contingency theorists view as important contingency factors. Each 
of these environmental dimensions constitutes a continuum which ranges 
from a state of predominant predictability to a state of primary unpre­
dictability, Environmental turbulence constitutes the general continuum 
of predictability whereas its subcomponents refer to more specific aspects 
of predictability. Change ranges from stability to instability; complex­
ity consists of homogeneity at one extreme to heterogeneity at the other 
extreme; competition ranges from liberality or munificence to scarcity. 
The specific unpredictable aspects of environmental turbulence (i.e., 
instability, heterogeneity, and scarcity) pose certain demands on organ­
izations whereas the predictable aspects (stability, homogeneity, and 
liberality) generate others. For example, Terreberry (1968) noted that 
instability and heterogeneity affect the organization by making it impos­
sible or difficult for decision-makers to engage in long range planning 
while Child (1972; 1975) observed that such contingencies create special 
needs for more extensive, diverse information. Spontaneous organizational 
responses are required under such conditions of unpredictability. Cook's 
(1977) and DuBick's (1978) discussions regarding the scarcity aspect of 
cotppetT tn nr. imply that this dimension has effects similar to the change 
and complexity dimensions. However, at least one theoretical (Khandhwa1la, 
1970) and one empirical (Pfeffer and Leblebici, 1973) study suggest high 
environmental competition has the same effects as predictable environmental 
contingencies. Environmental stability, homogeneity, and liberality also 
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have distinctive impacts; most analyses suggest that these contingencies 
result in information processing requirements that are less numerous and 
diverse (Child, 1972) and the organization has to make fewer spontaneous 
responses to external exigencies (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1973). 
Contingency theorists posit that conditions of environmental unpre­
dictability affect the relationship between structure and effectiveness 
by requiring organic structural characteristics for achieving organiza­
tional effectiveness and mechanistic structural characteristics under pre­
dictable environmental conditions. The general condition of unpredict­
ability as well as instability, heterogeneity, or scarcity require open, 
adaptive structural characteristics. Specifically, professionalized 
staff (i.e., high complexity) enhances opportunities for securing neces­
sary information as well as its expert and speedy evaluation (Child, 
1975). Low centralization (Negandhi and Reimann, 1972) and a predominance 
of lateral communication (Child, 1972) also permit adaptive responses to 
unpredictable circumstances. On the other hand, high degrees of central­
ization, formalization, and vertical communication inhibit organizational 
adaptability. Under conditions of overall predictability, stability, 
homogeneity or liberality, high degrees of centralization, formalization, 
and vertical communication are adequate for coping with such predictable 
environmental contingencies. Conversely, flexible structural properties, 
such as the structural characteristics that are effective under unpre­
dictable environmental conditions, would be maladaptive in instances 
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Generally speaking, the different environmental contingencies present 
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different demands relative to organizational operations. Due to the 
differential impact of contingent factors, relationships between organiza­
tional structure and effectiveness vary. Certain groups of structural 
dimensions as well as che varied characceriscics of these dimensions have 
different degrees of importance under different environmental conditions. 
Regardless of whether the centralization, formalization, and vertical 
communication dimensions are more organic or mechanistic in nature, they 
are more highly related to effectiveness under predictable environmental 
conditions than other structural dimensions; however, these relationships 
are positive and even more intense if these same structural dimensions 
are highly mechanistic. Conversely, complexity and lateral communication 
are the structural dimensions that are positively and more closely asso­
ciated with effectiveness when environmental conditions are unpredictable 
if these same structural dimensions are more organic than mechanistic, 
however, the magnitudes of their relationships with effectiveness will 
intensify. Hence, the magnitudes, levels of significance, and directions 
ot reiaticnsmps Between structural dimensions and ettectiveness are in-
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The moderator coriLingency model of organizational ef feccivness, 
which pertains to objective environmental contingencies, can be summarize 
in terms of the first three general hypotheses stated below. Since the 
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and competition, the hypotheses refer to high and low aspects of envi-
turbulence. However, if the researcher were interested in one or more 
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single subcomponents of environmental turbulence, similar hypotheses 
could be developed regarding high and low aspects of the subcomponents 
of change, complexity, and competition. Note also that consistent with 
the approach taken by contingency theorists, these hypotheses refer to 
organizational effectiveness as defined from an internal organizational 
perspective. However, each hypothesis will also be tested in relation 
to organizational effectiveness as it is defined from two external frames 
of reference, i.e., the perspectives of the client and public representa­
tive constituent groups. 
G.H.I. The set of structural dimensions (i.e., centralization, for­
malization, vertical communication, lateral communication, 
complexity) as well as the partial contributions of each of 
the separate structural dimensions are positively and signif­
icantly related to organizational effectiveness. 
g;hi2; liow 8nvîiroiiin6nt!'31 ûurbul^nc6 will r^jnctlon ? s a i?.oo ot 
variable by increasing the magnitudes and levels of signif­
icance of the relationships between some of the structural 
dimensions (i.e., centralization, formalization, vertical 
communication) and organizational effectiveness; by decreas­
ing the magnitudes and levels of significance of the rela­
tionships between the other structural dimensions (i.e., com-
plexicy, lateral communication) and organizational effective­
ness , and by changing the directions of the latter relation-
shirs from positive to negative. 
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G.H.3. High environmental turbulence will function as a moderator 
variable by decreasing the magnitudes and levels of signifi­
cance of the relationships of some of the structural dimen­
sions (i.e., centralization, formalization, vertical communi­
cation) and organizational effectiveness as well as changing 
the directions of these relationships from positive to neg­
ative; and by increasing the magnitudes and levels of sig­
nificance of the relationships between the other structural 
dimensions (i.e., complexity, lateral communication) and 
organizational effectiveness. 
Relationships between structure and externally defined organizational 
effectiveness Theoretical perspectives and research pertaining to 
organizational effectiveness have been criticized for defining effective­
ness exclusively from an organizational frame of reference. External 
organizational constituents' criteria of effectiveness are almost always 
excluded. In reference to contingency models, in particular, only Pennings 
and Goodman (1977) have included external criteria in their model. Since 
Pennings and Goodman's model does not examine the effects of structural 
characteristics on effectiveness, contingency theory contains no hypoth­
eses regarding expected relationships between structure and externally 
defined effectiveness. Considering the fact that internal and external 
criteria of effectiveness differ, that there are differences among exter­
nal criteria, and that these diverse sets of criteria may not be highly 
related, examining effectiveness from both internal and external frames 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTINGENCIES 
(i.e., moderators) 
Environmental Turbulence 
Change 
Complexity 
Competition 
STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS 
Differentiation (DF) 
Centralization (CN) 
Formalization (FMZ) 
Lateral Communication (LC) 
Vertical Communication (VG) 
performance 
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Figure 2.1. A diagram of the moderator contingency model of 
organizational effectiveness which pertains to 
objective environmental contingencies 
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also examine propositions that are stated regarding internally defined 
effectiveness by using external criteria of effectiveness to determine 
whether relationships between structure and effectiveness differ on the 
basis of criteria used. In this study, the above stated hypotheses will 
also be examined relative to organizational effectiveness as defined by 
two external organizational constituents, i.e., clientele and public 
representatives. 
The consonance hypothesis 
Another major interpretation of contingency theory has been discussed 
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PenningS, 1975; Pfeffer, 1978), a consonance hypothesis constitutes at 
least one part of contingency theory. This hypothesis posits a different 
explanation of the relationship between environment, structure, and effec­
tiveness from the one posited when environmental factors are viewed as 
moderator variables. In contingency literature, different terms includ­
ing consonance ; consistency, and fit have been used to denote different 
matches between organizational environment and structure. Consonance is 
defined in terms of two kinds of environmental-structural matches. One 
type of consonance occurs when organizations with organic structural char­
acteristics operate in environments with unpredictable characteristics 
(i.e., instability, heterogeneity, and scarcity). A second type of con­
sonance exists when organizations which have mechanistic structural prop­
erties function within environments with predictable characceriscics (sta­
bility, homogeneity, and liberality). Conversely, there are two kinds of 
dissonance. One kind of dissonance exists in situations where 
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organizations in highly turbulent environments have mechanistic structural 
characteristics and the second kind of dissonance occurs when organiza­
tions in minimally turbulent environments have organic structural prop­
erties . 
According to Mohr (1971) and Pennings (1975), the consonance hypoth­
esis posits that organizations will be effective only insofar as their 
structures are consistent with their environmental conditions. Organiza­
tions with structures that fit the characteristics of their environments 
(i.e., consonant organizations) will be more effective than organizations 
that do not exhibit environmental-structural consistency (i.e., dissonant 
organizations). 
The consonance-dissonance aspect of contingency theory can be summa­
rized in terms of one general hypothesis. Similar to the approach taken 
with the moderator hypotheses stated earlier, this hypothesis is formu­
lated in reference to environmental turbulence rather than its separate 
subcomponents. Also, the consonance hypothesis will be examined from in­
ternal and external perspectives regarding organizational effectiveness. 
Objective environmental-structural consonance hypothesis 
G.H.4. Organizations with consonant objective environmental-struc­
tural configurations will be significantly more effective 
than organizations with dissonant objective environmental-
O U i. UV.^ L. U.J. G J. * 
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Consonant 
Environmental-Structural 
Groups® 
Dissonant 
Environmental-Structural 
Groups^ 
ENVT - CN ENVT - CN 
HI ENVT - LO CN HI ENVT - HI CN 
LO ENVT - HE CN LO ENVT - LO CN 
ENVT - FMZ ENVT - FMZ 
HI ENVT - LO FMZ HI ENVT - HI FMZ 
LO ENVT - HI rwZ LO Em/T - LO FMZ 
ENVT - CPX ENVT - CPX 
HI ENVT - HI CPX HI ENVT - LO CPX 
LO ENVT - LO CPX LO ENVT - HE CPX 
ENVT - LC ENVT - LC 
HI ENVT - HI LC HI ENVT - LO LC 
LO ENVT - LO LC LO ENVT - HE LC 
ENVT - VC ENVT - VC 
HI ENVT - LO VC HI ENVT - HE VC 
LO ENVT - HI VC LO ENVT - LO VC 
= envi-o-znenta 1 turbulence; Hi = high; LC = lc'«'. 
^GN = centralization; FÎ-ÎZ - formalization; CFX - complexity ; LC = 
lateral communication; and VC = vertical communication. 
F i 9 = 2 =  S ' j t r n i r a r y  o f  c o n s o n a n t  a n d  d i s s o n a n t  o b j e c t i v e  
environmental-structural matches posited in 
contingency literature 
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The Subjective Environment 
Previous discussions show that contingency theorists are primarily 
interested in explaining the effects of different environmental conditions 
on organizational structure and effectiveness. Contingency theory centers 
around the postulation that predictable environmental conditions have ef­
fects that differ from the effects of unpredictable environmental condi­
tions. The focus on predictable versus unpredictable environmental condi­
tions reflects contingency theorists' ultimate interest in environmental 
uncertainty. As Downey and Associates (1975) noted, uncertainty is the 
key concept in contingency theory. Contingency theorists examine the im­
pact of uncertainty on organizational structure and effectiveness by ex­
amining the effects of environmental change, complexity, and competition, 
thereby treating uncertainty as a dimension of the objective environment. 
Scholars (e.g., Child, 1972; Duncan, 1972; Downey, Kellriegel and Slocum, 
1975; Downey and Slocum, 1975; Starbuck, 1976), who advocate a subjective 
conception of environment, have severely criticized contingency theorists' 
conception and measurement of environment as an objective reality, especi­
ally their treatment of environmental uncertainty as an objective concept. 
These scholars have not developed an alternative contingency theory. In­
stead, they merely recommend that contingency theory can be improved by 
incorporating a subjective rather than an objective approach to environ­
ment. Specifically, they suggest that perceived environmental uncertainty 
(PEU) is the concept which encompasses the notions which contingency theo­
rists attempt to capture by using objective environmental concepts. 
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of the subjective approach to environment, the substitution of subjective 
environmental concepts (especially PEU) for objective ones is the only 
modification in their theory that would be required. There are other 
indications in the literature that the substitution of concepts is the 
single modification that adherents of the subjective conception of envi­
ronment are suggesting. For example, Tosi and Associates (1973) explic­
itly stated that PEU is a moderator variable. Furthermore, Aldrich and 
Hindlin (1978) observed that the writings of authors who use the subjec­
tive conception of environment imply that organizations confronted with 
high PEU require more flexibility in their structural arrangements where­
as organizations faced with low PEU tend to be more effective if they 
have closed, mechanistic structural characteristics. This implication is 
consistent with the consonance hypothesis which pertains to the kinds of 
matches required between objective environmental conditions and organiza­
tional structure. 
Some of the contingency hypotheses suggested by the subjective con­
cept of environment are stated below. Both the moderator and consonance 
hypotheses will be examined relative zo organizarional effectiveness as 
defined from internal and external frames of reference. 
Subjective environmental moderator effects 
G.H.5. Low PEU will function as a moderator variable by increasing 
the magnitudes and levels of significance of the relation­
ships between some of the structural dimensions (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication) and or-
r - . y — — .  ^ ^ rs o o c *  c i  T i c f  T ~ n o  m p  c m  i  ï "  i  i Q  
80 
and levels of significance of the relationships between the 
other structural dimensions (i.e., complexity, lateral com­
munication) and organizational effectiveness, and by chang­
ing the directions of the latter relationships from positive 
to negative. 
G.H.6. High PEU will function as a moderator variable by decreasing 
the magnitudes and levels of significance of the relation­
ships between some of the structural dimensions (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication) and organ­
izational effectiveness as well as changing the directions of 
these relationships from positive to negative; and by increas­
ing the magnitudes and levels of significance of the relation­
ships between the other structural dimensions (i.e., complex­
ity, lateral communication) and organizational effectiveness. 
Subjective environmental-structural consonance hypothesis 
U 1 "v fy -T rw» f, T.1-Î t-V» /-» c /-kTi o ^  "DTTTT^  I r» -f n cri i t" 4 c 
will be significantly more effective than organizations with 
dissonant PEU-structural configurations. 
The Objective and Subjective Environments 
In addition to contingency theory's focus on explaining organizational 
effectiveness, another one of its important components concerns the envi­
ronment within itself. Despite contingency theory's neglect of the sub-
iective environment, some authors have observed that it implicitly suggests 
that objective and subjective envircnmental characteristics are relaced. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTINGENCY 
(i.e., moderator) 
PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY 
i i 
i 
/ 
STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS 
Differentiation (DF)^ 
Centralization (CN) 
Formalization (FMZ) 
Complexity (CPX) 
i judlej-cijl (joiiunuiijlcacioci luu) i 
I Vertical Communication (VC) I 
PERFORMANCE 
Organizational Effectiveness 
^Differentiation was not empirically examined in this study. 
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Consonant 
PEU - Structural 
Groups^ 
Dissonant 
PEU - Structural 
Groups^ 
PEU - CN PEU - CN 
HE PEU - LO CN HI PEU - HE CN 
LO PEU - HI CN LO PEU - LO CN 
PEU - FMZ PEU - FMZ 
HI PEU - LO FMZ HI PEU - HE FMZ 
LO PEU - HI FMZ LO PEU - LO FMZ 
PEU - CPX PEU - CPX 
HI PEU - HI CPX HI PEU - LO CPX 
LO PEU - LO CPX LO PEU - HE CPX 
PEU - LC PEU - LC 
HI PEU - HI LC HI PEU - LO LC 
LO PEU - LO LC LO PEU - HE LC 
PEU - VC PEU - VC 
HI PEU - LO VC HI PEU - HE VC 
LO PEU - HI VC 
; 1 
LO PEU - LO VC 
^?EU = perceived envirormen 
°CN = centralization; FMZ = 
:al uncertainty; HE = high ; LO = lev. 
formalization; CPX = complexity; LC = 
larerai communication ; VC = vertical communication. 
Figure 2.4. Smnmary ot consonant and dissonant; yEU -
structural matches posited in contingency 
1 "T 
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According to Schmidt and Cummings (1976) both Thompson (1967) and Lawrence 
and Lorsch's (1967a, b) work implies that environmental characteristics ex­
ert a direct impact on the uncertainty perceived within the organization 
concerning the external environment. The logic of contingency theory 
implies that the degree of perceived uncertainty is a function of envi­
ronmental characteristics (Tosi et al., 1973). Although Downey and 
Slocum (1975) have not explicitly called for empirical analyses of rela­
tionships between objective and subjective environmental dimensions, they 
have noted that the subjective conception of environment does not pre­
clude the expectation that uncertainty is related to objective environ­
mental attributes. Specific attributes of the objective environment tend 
to elicit similar perceptions of uncertainty by individuaIs. Starbuck 
(1976) observed that empirical studies typically ignore either subjective 
or objective environmental data or they combine the two through factor 
analysis. Empirical studies tend not to analyze how subjective percep­
tions systematically deviate from objective evidence. Moreover, Starbuck 
observed that the analysis of relationships between objective and subjec­
tive environmental variables is research terrain waiting to be explored. 
Three major empirical studies analyzed relationships between objec­
tive and subjective environmental variables. In one empirical analysis, 
a 1 las cma c /I Q "7 \ a vCTT» 4 -r» a/4 m a ^ -t-
Lawrence and Lorsch uncertainty scale. They analyzed relationships between 
managers' perceptions of environmental uncertainty and volatility, an ob­
jective measure of change. Reliability coefficients for Lawrence and 
Lorsch's subjective measures were very low, inter-item correlations were 
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low and inconsistent, and only one subscale met Nunnally's (1967) sug­
gested criterion for the reliability of research instruments. A factor 
analysis of instrument items was not interpretable in a manner consistent 
with the instrument's subscales. The second study (Pennings, 1975) ex­
amined zero-order correlations between objective and subjective measures 
of environment, including correlations between objective change and com­
plexity and their subjective counterparts. Results of Pennings' study 
showed low convergent validity between the subjective and objective envi­
ronmental variables. Finally, a third study (Schmidt and Cummings, 1976) 
examined relationships between various objective environmental variables 
(i.e., different demographic and environmental change variables) and per­
ceived environmental uncertainty (PEU). Zero-order correlations showed 
that only one objective environmental variable (i.e., percent minority) 
was significantly related to PEU. When the variables were incorporated 
into a regression model to statistically isolate their effects, percent 
minorities remained the sole variable that made a significant contribu­
tion. Together, the objective environmental variables accounted for only 
twenty-one percent of the variance in PEU» 
While some scholars have called attention to the need for examining 
relationships between the objective and subjective environments, other? 
take this approach argue that despite the existence of an objective en­
vironment, organizational behavior is a function of the subjective envi­
ronment. Moreover, in their view, the subjective environment is primarily 
a function of organizational members' individual characteristics. Two 
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well-known studies based on these viewpoints are the Duncan (1972) and 
Downey and Associates (1975) empirical investigations-
Duncan (1972) studied twenty-two decision groups in three manufac­
turing and three research and development organizations in order to iden­
tify the characteristics of the environment that contribute to PEU in 
decision-making. He conceptualized and measured the environmental dimen­
sions of change and complexity as well as PEU at the subjective level. 
Duncan's results showed that decision-makers in changing environments 
always experienced significantly more uncertainty in decision-making re­
gardless of whether their environments were simple or complex. Perceived 
change was more important than perceived environmental complexity in ex­
plaining PEU. 
Downey and Associates (1975) used subjective data from fifty-one 
managers of a U.S. conglomerate to examine the methodological adequacy of 
the Lawrence and Lorsch and Duncan uncertainty scales. They rejected 
Tosi et al.'s (1973) approach which involved using an objective environ­
mental variable as a criterion measure of PEU. Downey and Associates 
argued that objective environmental attributes should not be used as cri­
terion uncertainty measures unless there is some assurance that those ob­
jective characteristics tend to elicit similar perceptions by individuals. 
objective criterion measures of uncertainty, their results were not more 
fruitful than those of the Tosi et al. study. Relationships between the 
subjective uncertainty scales and the subjective criteria were either 
statistically or substantively insignificant, wich the highest correlation 
only .24. Duncan's total scale did not correlate with any of the crite­
rion measures while Lawrence and Lorsch's uncertainty scale was correlated 
only with one criterion. Also, the correlation between the Lawrence and 
Lorsch and Duncan uncertainty scales was insignificant (.14) and only 
reached .23 when corrected for attenuation. 
Studies which examined relationships between the objective and sub­
jective environmental properties as well as studies which analyzed rela­
tionships among subjective environmental characteristics have been sum­
marized. The results suggest that subjective and objective measures of 
environment are not related and that there are not always significant re­
lationships among subjective environmental characteristics. Despite the 
findings of these studies, the logic of contingency theory suggests that 
objective environmental conditions influence perceptions of the environ­
ment. Another factor which substantiates the need for further examina­
tions of relationships among environmental variables centers around the 
fact that extant organizational literature differentially supports the 
importance of contributions subjective and objective environmental meas­
ures make toward explaining environmental uncertainty. The various argu­
ments regarding relationships among environmental variables are summa­
rized in the general hypotheses below. It should be noted that although 
che literature posits that perceived complexity is related to objective 
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and the subsequent inability to test such hypotheses. 
objective-subjective environmental relationships 
G.H.8. The set of objective environmental dimensions (i.e., envi­
ronmental change, complexity, competition) as well as the 
partial contributions of each of the separate objective en­
vironmental dimensions are positively and significantly 
related to PEU. 
G.H.9. Objective environmental change is positively and signifi­
cantly related to perceived en.vironmen.ta 1 change. 
G.H.IO. Objective environmental competition is positively and signif­
icantly related to perceived environmental competition. 
Subjective-subjective environments1 relationships 
G.H.ll. The set of subjective environmental variables (i.e., perceived 
environmental change and perceived environmental competition) 
as well as the partial contributions of each of the separate 
subjective environmental variables are positively and sig-
The Argument from Technology; 
Technological Contingencies 
In contrast to the group of contingency theorists who view the envi­
ronment as the primary fnrcm wh-ich affects organizational structure and 
effectiveness, another group posits that the type of technology, which an 
organization uses, presents the major source of contingencies. This argu­
ment originated in the work of Joan woodward (1965) whose research ini­
tially focused on answering the question cf whether the principles of 
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organization found in management theory were related to organizational 
effectiveness when put into practice. Woodward and her research team 
studied one hundred British firms in widely diverse lines of business. As 
they sought to determine the basis for variations in management practices 
they found that when firms were grouped according to their techniques of 
production and the complexity of their production systems, the more effec­
tive companies in each grouping followed similar management practices. 
The three bread groupings were small batch and unit production, large 
batch and mass production, and process or continuous production. One gen­
eral conclusion was that firms with similar production systems had similar 
organizational structures. Also, the successful firms of each grouping 
were those with the appropriately structured technical systems. That is, 
effectiveness was related to the fit between technology and structure. 
Two major theoretical analyses of technological contingencies and at 
least one empirical test of wcodward's consonance hypothesis followed her 
pioneer study, Thompson (1967) developed a theory of organizational 
structure based, in part, on the technology of the organization. His 
theory only implicitly deals with organizational effectiveness, however. 
Thompson developed a general technology typology including long-linked, 
mediating, and intensive technologies. All of the organization's actions 
ATA based upon these technologies and influence their attempts to maxi­
mize goal attainment, Perrow (1967) proposed using technological dimen­
sions for the comparative analysis of organizations. He identified two 
technological dimensions: (1) the number of exceptional cases encountered 
in the organization's work, and (2) the nature of the search process 
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undertaken when exeptional cases are found. The search process may range 
from the routine to the nonroutine. With reference to organizational 
effectiveness, Perrow noted that there is no one best way to organize. 
More specifically, he argued that organizational structures characterized 
by decentralization, representative bureaucracy, collégial authority, em-
ployee-centeredness, and innovativeness can only be realized with a spe­
cific kind of technology. According to Perrow, when the organization has 
a routine technology, the much maligned weberian bureaucracy probably con­
stitutes the optimum organizational structure. Although Perrow's theory 
is consistent with Woodward's research findings. Mchr's (1971) study of 
work groups in local health departments showed no support for Woodward's 
consonance hypothesis. That is, Mohr's data did not show that organiza­
tions in which the structure most closely fits the technological require­
ments were the most effective ones. 
Summary 
Central concepts were defined and major contingency research and theo­
retical models were reviewed in this chapter. Several variants of contin­
gency theory were identified. The two major variants that were considered 
in this study can be distinguished primarily on the basis of whether they 
posit that environmental or technological contingencies are the moderator 
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whereas the second group conceptualizes the environment in subjective 
terms. Regardless of whether environmental or technological contingen­
cies are emphasized, each major group of contingency theories consists of 
both moderator and consonance hypotheses. Note that no hypotheses regard­
ing technological contingencies were developed because the argument from 
technology will not be empirically examined in this study. 
Several general hypotheses were stated in this chapter. The next 
chapter describes the research methods and procedures used to empirically 
examine those hypotheses. 
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chapter iii. methods and procedures 
Contingency concepts, hypotheses, and models were clarified and for­
mulated at the theoretical level in the previous chapter. Analysis of the 
study problem will now move to the empirical level. Specifically, the 
objectives of this chapter are to describe the following; (1) empirical 
units of analysis, (2) data sources and data collection procedures, (3) 
sample and population, (4) measurement methcds used to operationalize the 
concepts, (5) empirical hypotheses, and (6) statistical procedures used 
to test the empirical hypotheses, including the assumptions of these pro­
cedures . 
The Empirical Units of Analysis 
The empirical units of analysis in this study are County Extension 
Service organizations located in the state of Iowa. These organizations 
are affiliated with the Cooperative Extension unit of the Iowa State 
university Extension Service. Cooperative Extension, as it functions to­
day, was created in 1914 by the federal Smith-Lever Act. According to 
that Act, the purpose of Cooperative Extension is: 
to aid in diffusing among the people of the United States 
useful and practical information on subjects relating to 
agriculture and home economics, and zc enccuraga the 
application of the same. . . . (Cooperative Extension 
c o o t o 7 ^ 1 \ 
Moreover, the Smith-Lever Act provided for the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a part of the Land-Grant College System. Local people, Iowa 
State University, and the United States Department of Agriculture 
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cooperate in planning, financing, and carrying out a system of rural 
education that is now the largest system of organized adult education in 
the world (Cooperative Extension Service, 1976). 
The Iowa Cooperative Extension Service is partially administered 
through one hundred local county units. It has four major program areas: 
agriculture and natural resources, home economics, 4-H and youth, and com­
munity resource development. Each county has a County Extension Director 
(CED), two or more professional county staff, and paraprofessionals in 
some cases. County staff are supported by more specialized staff at area 
levels. The state is divided into twelve areas, each with an administra­
tive leader and four or more subject matter specialists. Further special­
ized support comes frcm Iowa State University. County Extension Councils 
and their chairmen provide input from the public perspective (Kern, 1980). 
Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures 
With the exception of the Iowa Family Farm survey from which se­
lected data have been extracted, the data analyzed in this disserta­
tion were collected during 1977-1978 by the Department of Sociology 
and Anthropology at Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, in cooperation 
with the Iowa Cooperative Extensive Service, The research project was 
supported by the Iowa State University Agricultural Experiment Station, 
Project 2271, a component of a larger project supported by the U.S. De­
partment of Agriculture Extension Service. The larger research project 
was designed to develop a comprehensive conceptual framework for asses­
sing the effectiveness and impact of Extension Service organizations 
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(Mulford et al., 1977). Both projects were directed by Drs. Charles L. 
Mulford, Richard D. Warren, Gerald E. Klonglan, and Ronald C. Powers. 
Other project staff members were William D. Lawson, Paula C. Morrow, and 
Lacey M. Tillotson. All research instruments, from which primary data 
were taken for this study, were approved by the Iowa State University 
Human Subjects Committee prior to the process of data collection. 
The Iowa Family Farm survey was conducted during the spring and sum­
mer of 1977 by the survey section of the Iowa State University Statisti­
cal Laboratory. An interdepartmental research team was responsible for 
the construction of the questionnaire and generally overseeing the survey. 
In a description of the sample, the Statistical Laboratory indicated that 
the universe of interest consisted of all farms in Iowa having gross sales 
in 1976 of at least $2500 worth of agricultural products except those 
farms being operated by corporations other than family corporations. Two 
samples were selected and data were collected via personal interviews 
with farm operators and spouses- The original and supplemental samples 
yielded a total of 933 respondents. The present study only utilizes data 
from farrii operators; while this group consists of a few females, most farm 
operators are males. The Family Farm research team noted that the county 
was not the unit of interest to them. It was also noted, however, that 
each county was a separate stratum since sampling was carried out inde­
pendently within each one. Because the county level is the unit of inter­
est in the present study, data collected from individual farm operators 
in each county wars aggregated to obtain county level responses. Farm 
operators are treated as clientele of their respective County Extension 
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Offices. For detailed information regarding the sample and data collec­
tion procedures, see Abd-Ella's (1979) unpublished dissertation. 
Further clarification will be provided regarding the data sources 
used in the present study. As the above discussion shows, data were ob­
tained from several sources. However, the survey of County Extension 
Offices and Councils constitutes the main data source. Questionnaires 
were mailed to all County Extension Directors (CEDs) and all County Exten­
sion Chairmen (CECCs). Since Lawson (1978) and Morrow's (1978) disserta­
tions provide detailed information regarding the CED and CECC question­
naires and data collection procedures used in the survey, those details 
will not be repeated here. Nevertheless, descriptions of CED and CECC 
positions and the Extension Council will be presented. 
Each CED serves as administrative leader in his/her respective County 
Extension Office and also assumes the role of teacher and adviser within 
one or more of the four major program areas (Kern, 1980). The County 
Agricultural Extension Law established County Agricultural Extension Dis­
tricts and provided for the organization of an Extension Council in each 
district. CECCs are leaders cf their respective councils, which are lo­
cally elected groups responsible for planning, guiding, ana directing the 
local program according to the needs of the people in the county and in 
cooperation with Iowa State University (Cooperative Extension Service. 
1976). CEDs and CECCs were asked a variety cf questions about Extension 
operations at the county level. It was expected that CEDs zould provide 
county-level information about the internal functioning of their offices 
because of the administrative positions which they occupy. Similarly, 
95 
because CECCs are officials elected to represent county residents and to 
serve as a link between the people and Extension, they were selected to 
provide one of the external sources of information about County Extension 
Office operations. 
The ultimate goal of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service is to 
meet the practical educational needs of local citizens. Efforts are made 
to provide programs that are relevant to all local people as indicated 
by the nature of the four major program areas. Although CECCs represent 
one external source of information, the clientele's perceptions of County 
Extension Office operations are also important. In this study, data from 
family farm operators are used to represent the county clientele perspec­
tive. While this group includes only a few wcsnen and excludes youth, it 
does represent the agricultural sector which is one of Extension's domi­
nant and traditional client groups. 
Extension records were used to obtain county level personnel informa­
tion regarding CEDs. In this study, only one county level personnel 
factor was of interest. This factor is described in the section pertain­
ing to the measurement of theoretical concepts. 
Data regarding the environments of County Extension Offices were es­
pecially important in this study. Information pertaining to CED's percep-
Twelve demographic variables were used tc describe the objectiva environ­
ments of County Extension Offices; these variables were selected on the 
basis of recommendations regarding relevant environmental factors made by 
administrators in the Iowa State University Extension Office. The data 
•were obtained for 1960 and 1970 from United States census documents. It 
should be noted that two of the environmental variables were only avail­
able in agricultural census records. Because agricultural censuses are 
taken every five years during odd numbered years, data for the two agri­
culture-oriented environmental variables were obtained for the years 1959 
and 1969. Complete census data references are cited in the bibliography 
in this dissertation. 
The Sample and Population 
Data were obtained pertaining to all of the one hundred County Ex­
tension Service organizations in the state of Iowa. However, question­
naires were not obtained from both CEDs and CECCs for the same counties 
across all of the one hundred county units. Therefore, twelve county 
offices had to be excluded from the present study, resulting in a sample 
of 88 County Extension Offices. As the above statements show, the eighty-
eight county units do not constitute a random sample. The problem of ob­
taining a random sample of organizations is not unique to this study, 
however. Instead, this is a difficulty that is universally encountered 
in organizational research. Several authors have discussed this issue. 
Kimberly (1976) debated some of the advantages and disadvantages of sam­
pling within hcmcgeneous organizational types versus sampling hetero­
geneous types. Rail, Haas, and Johnson (1967) took the position that 
there is no clearly-defined organizational universe from which a sample 
can be drawn, a situation which requires that organizational research 
sampling has to be purposeful and nonrandom. Evers, Bohlen, and Warren 
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(1976) treated their sample as if it were a random sample of organiza­
tions based on the rationale that the farmer cooperatives, in their 
study, exhibited characteristics similar to all local retail businesses. 
However, they cautioned against strict interpretations of the reported 
statistics. In this study, the sampling problem is complicated by the 
fact that a large part of the analysis centers around environmental fac­
tors. While it can be argued that Extension organizations across the 
United States share many characteristics, organizational environments are 
probably quite diverse. 
Instead of being restricted by the technicality of not meeting sam­
pling standards which permit making inferences beyond the findings of 
this study, it would probably be more fruitful to take a less rigid ap­
proach. Some authors suggest that inferences can be justified on grounds 
other than sampling techniques. For example, Phillips (1971) argues that 
certain statistical procedures as well as tests of significance are appro­
priate within the context of theory-building research. Given the theory-
building nature or this research, it will be assumed that it is appropri­
ate to relax the standards regarding the necessity of having a random 
sample in order to compute tests of significance and to make inferences. 
Therefore, the following approach will be taken. First, it will be as-
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zations in the state of Iowa. Next, zt will be assumed that the eighty-
eight organizations examined in this study constitute a sample of the 
population of Iowa County Extension offices at one point in time. Al­
though tests of statistical significance will be computed, inferences 
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will be confined to Iowa County Extension organizations. Tests of signif­
icance will be used as preliminary screening criteria for determining 
whether hypotheses warrant further investigation. Moreover, similar to 
the scraizegy used by Evers and Colleagues (1975), ths tests of statistical 
significance used in the present study will be regarded as approximations 
of their test distributions and the reported statistics will not be inter­
preted in strict, statistical-theoretical terms. 
Measurement of Theoretical Concepts 
Measurement is an issue that is central to the empirical process. 
Three of the commonly-used measurement strategies or methods of relating 
measurable indicators to underlying variables include the single indica­
tor, the index, and multiple indicators. According to Jacobson and Lalu 
(1974), each strategy has both strengths and limitations; some of the 
observations which they have made relative to the three measurement strat­
egies are described belc\\7. 
The multiple indicator approach makes use of multiple indicators 
wtiiie maintaining une separace idenciuy ol each inJicaLor. This strategy 
is generally considered the -est adequate method for relating observable 
variables tc multidiznensional abstract concepts= However, it requires 
an explicit statement of the "cause and effect" relationships between the 
measured and unmeasured variables. Given the lack of such explicit state­
ments of cause and effect regarding relationships between concepts and 
indicators used in this study, the multiple indicator measurement strategy 
will not be used here. Instead, some concepts will be measured by single 
indicators and others by means of indexes. 
The single indicator strategy uses only a single measure of an 
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underlying variable. It is often criticized as being inadequate for the 
measurement of abstract theoretical concepts. This strategy is parsi­
monious, however. Also, using one "good" indicator is probably a better 
approach chan one which uses many poor indicators. 
The index approach involves using several individual indicators to 
build a summary score. Despite some of the problems associated with the 
index strategy, such as the difficulty of determining the best items to 
use and the possibility of improperly weighting items, it has the advan­
tage of permitting the researcher to assess validity, reliability and 
measurement error. Also, the index overcomes some of the weaknesses of 
the single indicator approach. That is, it reduces the likelihood of in­
adequately measuring all of the dimensions of multidimensional concepts 
and it minimizes the problems inherent in having missing data. The latter 
two strengths of the index measurement strategy are particularly impor­
tant in this study. 
The single indicators and indexes used to measure theoretical con­
cepts zn this study are described below. Descriptive statistics for meas-
the reliability of each index, aud lutercorrelatious anioiig all research 
variables are presented in the Appendix, 
Objective environmenta1 concepts : change, complexity, competition, and 
As noted earlier, the units of analysis in this study are the County 
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jective environments of those particular organizations. The CED question­
naire did not contain questions regarding which external factors affect 
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internal operations of County Extension Offices. Practical factors such 
as time and finances did not permit conducting another survey of CEDs. 
Hence, Iowa State University Extension administrators were asked to iden­
tify relevant County Extension Office environmental factors. Because 
these administrators must be knowledgeable about county situations, it was 
assumed that the information which they provided was valid. Several 
social, economic, and demographic factors were identified. The ccsnplete 
list of environmental factors named by administrators includes total pop­
ulation, percent urban population, percent minority population, popula­
tion under eighteen years of age, median age, median school years, median 
income, number of households, number of incorporated ccsnmunities, net 
assessed value of land and buildings, agricultural income, and number of 
all farms. The values of each of these twelve variables for each county 
were obtained for the years 1960 and 1970 from United States census docu­
ments . 
Initially, attempts were made toward developing measures of the sub­
components of environmental turbulence. Measures of environmental turbu­
lence were then constructed from elements of its subcomponents. Several 
steps were involved in developing these measures. The construction of 
measures or environmental change and complexity will be discussed first, 
followed by a description of the environmental competicion measure. Then 
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Environmental change and complexity With reference to environ-
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first subtracting the values of each of the twelve 1960 variables from 
the values of their 1970 counterparts. Next, the obtained differences 
were divided by the 1960 values and multiplied by one hundred to obtain 
the real (+, -) percentage of change for each variable. With reference 
to environmental complexity, due to this researcher's interest in using 
data that were more reflective of the time period during which the CED 
questionnaire data were collected, only 1970 environmental variables were 
considered for use as environmental complexity indicators. Certain vari­
ables among the twelve possible items seemed to more closely fit the 
theoretical definition of environmental complexity (i.e., total popula­
tion, percent urban, percent minority, number of incorporated communities, 
number of households, number cf all farms, median school years, and median 
income). Some of these items (i.e., total population, population under 
eighteen years, percent minority, percent urban, and number of households) 
were intercorrelated to such a high extent that it was concluded that 
they represent a single environmental dimension, urbanism; therefore, 
percent urban was selected to represent that dimension. This left per­
cent urban, number of all farms, median school years, median income, and 
number of incorporated communities as the variables to be considered as 
possible indicators of environmental complexity. 
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terest in computing one overall measure of environmental change and one 
summary measure of environmental complexity, the twelve environmental 
change variables and the selected 1970 environmental complexity variables 
had to be standardized in order to convert them to the same metric. T-
scores were computed for the environmental change and complexity variables 
by using a formula which involved multiplying fifty plus ten times the Z 
scores for the variables. The T-scores resulted in each variable having 
a mean of fifty, a standard deviation of ten, and a variance of one 
hundred. 
After computing the T-scores, reliability assessments were made to 
determine the degree of internal consistency among the group of change 
variables and among the group of complexity variables. Based on these 
assessments, only those items with the highest internal consistency were 
ultimately included in the environmental change and complexity indexes. 
Specifically, six of the twelve environmental change items were used in 
the environmental change index. These items include change in total pop­
ulation, population under eighteen years, urban population, number of all 
farms, number of incorporated communities, and number of households. The 
environmental change index (i.e., composite) score was obtained by com­
puting an average over the values for the six items in the index. This 
item had a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The actual range 
of values for the index was 33.963-77.254. With reference to the com­
plexity index, an internal consistency assessment resulted in the selec-
{-nnn nf xteTTiS for incluslo" in this index (i.e., percent urban, num­
ber of incorporated communities, median income, and median school years). 
The environmental complexity index was obtained by computing an average 
over the values for che four items. The mean score of the index was 50 
and its standard deviation was 10. The actual range of values in the 
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index was 32.366-79.043. 
Environmental competition Objective environmental competition 
was measured by using County Extension Office clientele's perceptions. 
Clientele were asked to indicate their opinions regarding whether 
"sources other than Extension are more available and suited to my needs." 
Interviewers coded responses in the following fashion; strongly agree = 
1; agree = 2; disagree = 3; strongly disagree = 4; undecided = 5, not 
applicable = 8; and no response =9. In order to maintain consistency 
in this study such that in all instances high values equal a high degree 
of the underlying concepts being measured, this item was recoded to re­
flect this response framework; strongly agree = 4; agree = 3; undecided 
= 2.5; disagree = 2; strongly disagree = 1; not applicable and no re­
sponse = missing data. The responses of individuals in each county were 
combined to obtain the average clientele response per county. Also, be­
cause in one instance the single indicator measure of competition would 
be used in an index composed of other items which originally had differ­
ent metrics, the competition measure was also standardized through use of 
the standardization procedure described above. The objective ccsr.petition 
item, therefore, had a mean score of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. 
Its actual range of values was 32.427-80.544. 
lence was developed by combining the items of the separate change and ccz: 
plexity indexes and the single competition indicator to form an environ­
mental turbulence index. Specifically, the environmental turbulence 
index score was obtained bv comoutins an average over the values for the 
"I f\/. j.VM" 
eleven items which it comprises (total population change, population 
under eighteen years change, urban population change, number of all farms 
change, number of incorporated communities change, number of households 
change; percent urban, number of incorporated communities, median income, 
median school years; extent to which clients perceive "sources other 
than Extension are more available and suited to my needs"). The mean 
score for this index was 50 and the standard deviation was 5.657. The 
actual range of index values was 39.133-69.423. 
Sub jective environmenta1 concepts : PEU, perceived change, and perceived 
Competition 
CEDs were asked questions regarding their perceptions of their organ­
izational environments. The response framework for all of these items 
that were used as indicators of either perceived uncertainty, change, or 
competition consists of a 1-11-point Likert-type scale. The manner in 
which these items were used in this study is described below. 
PETJ The concept of perceived environmental uncertainty was meas­
ured with a ?EU index score which was formed by averaging the responses 
to three items that were adapted from Leifer and Ruber's (1977) PEU scale. 
The PEU index score was derived from the following items: 
(1) How often do you believe that the information you have about 
your county is sufficient for decision-making? 
(2) How often do you believe that the information you receive 
-r-rz-vm p T-op p-mrl a-n c i' r^T) ct-p-f-f -îc cnf-Fi A-nf- fnT — 
sion-making? 
(3) How often do you know what to expect in your dealings with 
other people or organizations in the county? 
The response framework for each of these items consisted of an eleven 
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point likert-type scale with descriptive anchors of "Rarely" (1), "Occa­
sionally" (5,5,7); and "Frequently" (11). Items were coded such that a 
high score was indicative of high uncertainty. The possible range of 
values for the PEU index was 1-11 ; che acrual range was 1.667 to 3.333. 
perceived change perceived change was measured with a single 
indicator that was adapted from Leifer and Huber's (1977) PEU scale. The 
question regarding perceived environmental change was; 
How often are there changes in the social, economic, or 
political conditions in your county which directly affect 
County Extension work? 
The response framework for the item was an eleven point rating scale with 
descriptive anchors of "Rarely" (1); "Occasionally" (5,6,7); and "Fre­
quently" (11). Both the possible and actual ranges for this single indi­
cator were 1-11. 
Perceived competition The concept of perceived competion was 
measured with an index which was formed by averaging the responses to two 
items to compute a single composite score for each County Extension 
( 1 f Tn no • 
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because other organizations in tne county are provid­
ing similar educational programs? 
(2) Is your County Extension Service losing volunteer 
leaders to other organizations in the county? 
The response framework for these two questions, forming the perceived 
competition index, was an eleven point rating seals with descriptive 
anchors of "To a very little extent" (1); "To soma extent" (5,6,7); and 
"To a very great extent" (11). The theoretical range of values for the 
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Structural concepts : centralization, formalization, complexity, 
lateral communication, vertical communication 
CEDs were asked questions pertaining to the structural dimensions 
which characterize their particular County Extension Offices. Question­
naire items used to measure structural concepts are described below: 
Centralization This concept was measured with a single question­
naire item which was stated as follows: 
To what extent do staff members in your County Extension 
Service participate in decision-making? 
The response framework for the item was an eleven point rating scale. In 
the present study, the rating scale was reversed such that high scores 
indicated high centralization. That is, the descriptive anchors were as 
follows: "To a very great extent" (1); "To some extent" (5,6,7); and "To 
a very little extent" (11) Note that very little decentralization is 
equivalent to very high centralization. The theoretical range for this 
item was 1-11 and the actual range was 1.000-8.000. 
Formalization The concept of formalization was measured by a 
single indicator or questionnaire item which was stated as follows: 
How adequate is the orientation provided to new Extension 
Service field staff? 
The response framework for the item consisted of an eleven point rating 
scale with descriptive anchors of "Rather adequate" (1); "Adequate" (5,6, 
7); and "More than adequate" (11). The theoretical and actual ranges for 
this item were both 1-11. 
Complexity This concept was measured with an index that was 
created by computing the percentage of professionalized staff in each 
1-,^—cT.T-'T-'I-. -^3 stsr ' S or doctoral degrees were 
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treated as professionals whereas staff with bachelor degrees or less werp 
treated as nonprofessionals. The theoretical range was 0-100 percent 
with high percentages denoting high degrees of complexity. The actual 
range was 0.0-100.000. 
Lateral cciimunication The concept of lateral connnunication was 
measured with an index that was formed by averaging the responses to these 
two items to create one sumiriary score for each County Extension Office: 
(1) Tc what extent do staff members in your 
sion Service exchange information about 
on in their program areas? 
(2) To what extent do staff members in your County Exten­
sion Service interact with each other in their daily 
Extension activities? 
The response framework for each of the index items was "To a very little 
extent" (1); 'To some extent" (5,6.7); and "To a very great extent" (11). 
The possible range of values for this index was 1-11 whereas the actual 
range was 2.000-11.000. 
Vertical communication The concept of vertical communication was 
measured with an index that was formed by averaging the responses to 
three items to derive a composite score for each County Extension Office. 
The items were; 
(1) How frequently do you get together with your Area Exten­
sion Director to hear his or her evaluations and sug-
sestioTis for innrnvinp P-oiintv Kxtp-psin-p. prna-rATng? 
(2) How frequently do other staff members in your County Ex­
tension Service get together with your Area Extension 
Director to hear his or her evaluations and suggestions 
for improving County Extension programs? 
(3) To what extent can you depend on your Area Extension 
Director to provide county staff with constructive com-
ocuntiy 
what is going 
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The response framework for index items consisted of an eleven point 
Likert-type scale with the first two items having descriptive anchors of 
"Rarely-anniially" (1) and "Very frequently-monthly" (11) whereas the last 
item had anchors of "To a very little extent" (1); "To some extent" (5,5, 
7); and "To a very great extent" (11). The theoretical and actual ranges 
for the vertical communication index were both 1-11. 
Organizationa1 effectiveness concepts : the perspectives of the organiza­
tional administrators , clientele, and public representatives 
Three organizational effectiveness indexes were developed to reflect 
three different frames of reference. The composition of these indexes 
are described below. 
Organizational effectiveness as defined by organizationa1 adminis­
trators (OEF) Several different items were needed to measure the 
diverse criteria which administrators purportedly use to evaluate the 
effectiveness of their organizations. Administrators generally assess 
effectiveness on the basis of organizational adequacy, a broad dimension 
which consists of the subdimensions of resource adequacy, efficiency, and 
goal attainment. Although one composite OEF score for each organization 
was computed, it was formed by computing an average over responses to 
items that reflect the three subdimensions. A total of eight items com-
rsrise the 3E? index. The item pertaining "o rpsn-.irce adequacy was stated 
as fellows: 
Are individual staff members ir. your County Extension 
Service allocated sufficient resources (time, money, equip­
ment, etc.) with which to fulfill cheir job expectations? 
The response framework for this iter: was an eleven point rating scale 
109 
with anchor points of "To a very little extent" (1); "To some extent" 
(5,6,7); and "To a very great extent" (11). The item pertaining to effi­
ciency was: 
Does your County Extension Service obtain maximum oucpuc 
from programs provided to clientele groups? 
The response framework for the efficiency item was identical to the one 
used relative to the resource adequacy item. Items pertaining to goal 
a tta inment were : 
(1) Is the quantity (number) of programs provided to 
clientele groups consistent with your county goals? 
Anchor points were "Number falls short of expectations" (1) and "Number 
meets or exceeds expectations" (11). 
(2) Is the quality (how good) of programs provided to 
clientele groups consistent with ycur county goals? 
Anchor points were "Quality falls short of expectations" (1) and "Quality 
meets or exceeds expectations" (11). 
(3) Is the distribution of programs to various clientele 
groups consistent with your county goals? 
Anchor points were "Distribution inconsistent with goals" '^i) and ''Dis­
tribution consistent with goals" (11). 
(4) Is your County Extension Service successful in meec-
ing goals which are relevant to your county's specific 
needs ? 
Anchor points were "To a very little extent" (1); "To some extent" (5,6, 
7); and "To a very great extent" (11). 
(5) Is your County Extension Service successful in meet­
ing the overall goals of the Iowa Cooperative Exten­
sion Service (e.g., goals identified at the area level 
which may or may not be relevant tc ycur county's needs)? 
Anchor points were "Tc a very little extent" (1); "To some extent' 
(5,6,/); "To a very great extent" (11). One item pertaining to overall 
effectiveness was used: 
Given your special knowledge of the Extension Service in 
your county, how would you rate its overall performance? 
Anchor points were "Poor" (1); "Mixed" (3-4); "Fair" (6-7); "Good" (8-9); 
"Outstanding" (11). The theoretical range of the values for the GEE index 
was 1-11 whereas the actual range was 3.87 5-10.250. 
Organizational effectivenes s as defined bv clientele (CEE) Clien­
tele criteria of organizational effectiveness nave been described largely 
in terms of their interest in organizational outcomes. That is^ clients 
evaluate both the specific and general quantity and quality of services 
which they receive. The criteria were measured by an index composed of 
four questionnaire items. The CEF index score was obtained for each organ­
ization by computing an average over the average county clientele item re­
sponses in the index. The CEF index consists of items which describe farm 
operators' opinions regarding the extent to which their County Extension 
Office does the following: 
(1) Extension programs are scheduled at convenient tim.es. 
(2) Most Extension programs are at the right technical level. 
(3) Extension agents are knowledgeable with problems. 
(4) Most Extension programs are suited to my size farm. 
Interviewers coded responses in the following fashion: strongly agree = 1; 
agree = 2; disagree = 3; strongly disagree = 4; undecided = 5; not applic­
able = 8; and no response = 9. In order to maintain consistency in this 
study, such that in all instances high values equal a high degree or the 
unoer — ving concepts bei.rig mcasurcG, zems uscw ^or... c- .—^ 
were recoded to reflect this response framework; strongly agree = 4; 
agree = 3; undecided = 2.5; disagree = 2; strongly disagree = 1; not 
applicable and no response = missing data. The theoretical range of 
values for the index was 1-4 whereas the actual range was 2.325-
3.096. 
Organizational effectiveness as defined by public representatives 
(PREF) Persons who represent the public tend to define effectiveness 
in terms of the organization's usefulness to the public-at-large or its 
social utility. That is, public representatives evaluate the specific 
and general quantity and quality of services for the entire client group. 
In this study, the public representatives are County Extension Council-
men (CECCs). The effectiveness criteria of public representatives were 
measured by an index composed of fifteen questionnaire items. The PREF 
index score was obtained for each organization by computing an average 
over the item responses in the index. The PREF index consists of the 
following items pertaining to quantity: 
(1) Are people in your county receiving direct benefits from 
Extension Service programs in the county? 
(2) Are there seme people in your county that should be re­
ceiving direct benefits from Extension Service programs 
(Reverse coded) 
sion Service is having on your county in terms of quan­
tity (number) of educational programs provided to groups 
in your county? 
All of the above items had anchor points of "To a very little extent" (1) 
zhe ?REF index -which percain co qualiry are as follows: 
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(1) Are you satisfied with the impact that the County 
Extension Service is having on your county in terms of 
the quality (how good) of educational programs provided 
to groups in your county? 
(2) To "hat extent does yov.r County Extension Service do a 
good job in (a) Planning programs to meet the needs of 
people in your county? (b) Providing programs which 
meet the needs of people in your county? (c) Responding 
quickly to program needs expressed by clientele? 
(3) Does your County Extension Service (a) Give prompt service 
to people in your county? (b) Really take care of the 
problems people have? (c) Give fair treatment to people 
in the county? (d) Avoid making mistakes? (e) Correct mis­
takes . 
All of the above items had anchor points of "To a very little extent" (1); 
"To some extent" (5,6,7); "To a very great extent" (11). Overall assess­
ment items in the PREF index are : 
(1) Given your special knowledge of the Extension Service 
in your county, how would you rate its overall perform­
ance? 
Anchor points were "Poor" (1); "Mixed" (4,5); "Fair" (6,7); "Good" (8,9); 
and "Outstanding" (11). 
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Extension Service is having on your county? 
Anchor points were "Poor" (1); "Fair" (4,5); "Good" (7,8); "Outstanding" 
(11). The theoretical range of the values for the PRE? index was 1-11 
whereas the actual range of values was 3.400-11.000. 
Empirical Hypotheses 
Having provided operational definitions of each of the theoretical 
concents in the general hypotheses, it is now possible to state each em­
pirical hypothesis. 
E.H.I. The score for the set of structural dimensions (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication, lateral 
communication, complexity) as well as the scores for the 
partial contributions of each of the separate structural 
dimensions are positively related to the organizational 
effectiveness scores. 
E.H.2. Low environmental turbulence scores will function as modera­
tors by increasing the magnitudes and levels of significance 
of the relationships between some of the structural dimen­
sion scores (i.e., centralization, formalization, vertical 
communication) and the organizational effectiveness scores; 
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the relationships between the other structural dimension 
scores (i.e., complexity, lateral communication) and the or­
ganizational effectiveness scores, and by changing the direc 
tions of the latter relationships from positive to negative. 
S.H.3. High environmental turbulence scores will function as modéra 
tors by decreasing the magnitudes and levels of significance 
of the relationships between some of the structural dimensio 
scores ('i.e.. centralization, formalization, vertical com-
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well as changing the directions of these relationships from 
positive to negative; and by increasing the magnitudes and 
levels of significance of the relationships between the 
other structural dimension scores (i.e., complexity, lateral 
communication) and the organizational effectiveness scores. 
E.H.4. Organizations with consonant objective environmental-struc­
tural configurations will have effectiveness scores that are 
significantly greater than the effectiveness scores for or­
ganizations with dissonant objective environmental-structural 
configurations. 
E.H.5. Low PEU scores will function as moderators by increasing the 
magnitudes and levels of significance of the relationships 
between some of the structural dimension scores (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication) and the 
organizational effectiveness scores ; by decreasing the magni­
tudes and levels of significance of the relationships between 
the other structural dimension scores (i.e., complexity, 
lateral communication) and the organizational effectiveness 
scores, and by changing the directions of the latter rela­
tionships from positive to negative. 
magnitudes and levels of significance of the relationships 
between some of the structural dimension scores (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication) and the 
organizational effectiveness scores as well as changing the 
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directions of these relationships from positive to negative; 
and by increasing the magnitudes and levels of significance 
of the relationships between the other structural dimension 
scores (i.e., complexity, lateral communication) and the 
organizational effectiveness scores. 
E.H.7. Organizations with consonant PEU-structural configurations 
will have effectiveness scores that are significantly greater 
than the effectiveness scores for organizations with dis­
sonant PEU-structural configurations. 
E.H.8. The score for the set of objective environmental dimensions 
(i.e., environmental change, complexity, competition) as 
well as the scores for the partial contributions of each of 
the separate objective environmental dimensions are posi­
tively and significantly related to PEU. 
E.H.9. The objective environmental change score is positively and 
significantly related to the perceived environmental change 
jcore. 
E.H.IO. The objective environmental competition score is positively 
and significantly related to the perceived environmental 
competition score. 
The score fnr the set of subjective environmental variables 
(i.e.. perceived environmental change and perceived environ­
mental competition) as well as the scores for the partial 
contributions of each of the separate subjective environ-
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the PEU scores. 
Statistical Procedures 
Simple and multiple regression analyses were used to examine some of 
the hypotheses in the present study. The general purpose of simple re­
gression is to describe the magnitude, direction, and strength of the re­
lationship between a single independent variable and a continuous depend­
ent variable. Multiple linear regression can be regarded as an extension 
of simple regression to the situation where there are any number of inde­
pendent variables to be considered (Kleinbaum and Kupper, 1978). The 
basic equations of simple (1) and multiple linear regression (2) are 
Y = a + b^X^ (1) 
Y = a + b + bgXg + . . . (2) 
where Y = predicted scores of the dependent variable; X = scores of the 
independent variable(s); a = intercept constant; and b = regression coef-
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are predicted from X values (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). 
Blalock (1964) noted that regression equations are used as causal 
models and as estimating equations. The first usage is associated with 
the assumption that hypothesized causal linkages can be represented by 
linear regression equations; it allows one to test hypothesized causal 
relationships between variables in which it is assumed that Y is produced 
by given changes in the Xs. The second usage involves generating state­
ments about DODulation values based on information contained in a samnle: 
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associated with a change in Y. The latter usage is relevant for this re­
search in that it focuses on prediction and association rather than 
"cause." 
 ^  ^  ^ **5 't*  ^^ ^ t o 7 ^ \ ~  ^^ ^  *" /—» /-»  ^^  c* o f ottot 
^ X •!> O ^ C4 t&Vt 4. ^ SiA 1 AC* V* ^ ^ .y / —/ y ju w k. ^ ^  ^ s#» w . *w, .w M w ^ ^ w «. «».. » *»» — 
ing linear regression models. The first criterion, the F test of statis­
tical significance of the overall regression model, entails comparing a 
computed F value with a tabular F value at the chosen level of signifi­
cance to determine whether the regression of the dependent variable on the 
independent variable is statistically significant. The second criterion 
is the size and significance of the squared multiple correlation coeffi-
o 
cient or R"^; it indicates the magnitude or extent of the relationship be­
tween the dependent and independent variable(s) as well as how much vari­
ance in the dependent variable is accounted for by the independent vari-
able(s). The null and alternative hypotheses associated with the F test 
2 
and R are 
«q: ®1 = ®2 = \ ° - « 
2 A ^ A ^ ^  ^ TA il. • fl L_ W1.S- V JU 7- \-r 
regression coefficients 
does not equal zero. 
The third criterion deals with size and significance of the regression co-
dependent variable that is accompanied by one unit of chanj 
dependent variable(s). In order to determine whether a particular re­
gression coefficient is statistically significant after controlling for 
*-''^ry -î ^  a /-\-r +-V»o ^ûo-voce"î r* rid -f Ç n -î OT-» f- c "Tn mr»Hpl f-riP "T A — 
seiii clitsj- licij/ c. uca:.uj-caj. 1 v^a. ^ —o—^ — î-
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with one degree of freedom. The null and alternative hypotheses asso­
ciated with this criterion are 
HQ: B. = 0 
\ * 0 
Some of the hypotheses required comparing two groups of organiza­
tions, using group means as the basis for the comparison. When the goal 
of the statistical analysis is to establish whether or not a difference 
between two samples is significant, the student's t statistic is an appro­
priate test. If one only wants to determine whether the means of the two 
groups are different, the null hypothesis would state that the population 
means are the same and a two-tailed test of significance would be used to 
test that hypothesis. However, similar to the goal in this research, in 
some instances the researcher may be attempting to determine whether the 
mean of one group is larger than the mean of another. Therefore, the 
hypotheses are formulated as 
hg: = ug 
I 1 
"a" ^1 "2 
and a one-tailed test is used (Nie et al., 1975). 
All statistical techniques have underlying assumptions. Kerlinger 
and Pedhazur (1973) warned that although the intelligent use of analytic 
methods requires knowledge of the rationale and assumptions behind the 
statistical methods, overemphasis on assumptions is counterproductive. 
Nevertheless, the importance of meeting assumptions of statistical methods 
should not be completely ignored. Some of the assumptions of regression 
analysis that ideally should be m.et if the researcher wishes to make 
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inferences beyond the data include the following: 
(1) The sample must be drawn randomly. 
(2) Dependent variable scores are normally distributed at each 
value of the independent variable(s). 
(3) The regression of the dependent and independent variable(s) 
is linear. 
(4) The dependent variables have equal variances across categories 
of the independent variable(s). 
(5) Classically, all variables should be measured at least at 
wl^ 3 isvsx i0v3i. of 11132Sjis3^ 
(for detailed discussions of these assumptions, see Kerlinger 
and Pedhazur, 1973; Nie et al-, 1975; Kleinbaum and Kupoer, 
1978). 
j_ii i. c jlci. ciivc l.u l. lie ueau j.ui. ucuwccii iiicaiia, ijvc u iic i. oiiu. 
McTavish (1974) identified these assumptions: 
(1) The level of measurement of the variable being studied is at 
least interval level. 
(2) The samples are independent, random samples from a normally 
distributed population. 
It has already been noted that random sampling data collection proce-
that statistical tests must be cautiously interpreted and it was decided 
that the organizations in this study should be treated as a sample, at 
one point in time, of Extension organizations in the state of Iowa rather 
than a sample of some larger population. Some assumptions, such as those 
concerning interval level measurement, were clearly met while the extent 
to which others were satisfied is less obvious. While close attention 
was not given to all of the assumptions, the one associated with the t-
test regarding the necessity for homogeneous sample variances is an as-
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noted that meeting this assumption is especially important because the 
test for differences between means is sensitive to differences in vari­
ability as well as differences in central tendency. If variances are not 
equal or nearly equal, it is difficult to establish whether statistically 
significant differences are due to differences in central tendency alone. 
This dilemma was handled by referring to the t-value for the pooled vari­
ance estimate when the variances for the groups were equal and alter­
nately referring to the t-value for the separate variance estimate when 
the variances for groups were not equal. From an overall perspective, 
since several precautions were taken, it was not necessary to be overly 
concerned about whether statistical assumptions were met. Also, it has 
been noted by various scholars that F and t-tests are robust statistics 
and . . it is safe to say that we can ordinarily go ahead with analy­
sis of variance and multiple regression without worrying too much about 
assumptions" (Kerlinger and pedhazur, 1973:47-48). 
The foundation for empirical evaluations of contingency hypotheses 
has been provided in this chapter. In the next chapter, data will be 
analyzed and findings pertaining to each hypochesis will be reported. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESEARCH FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to empirically evaluate the contin­
gency hypotheses stated in Chapters II and III and to report the find­
ings which resulted frcsn the different assessments. The ordinary least 
squares approach in regression analysis was used to assess some of the 
hypotheses. When regression procedures were employed, three criteria 
were used to make the empirical evaluations. First, the joint contribu­
tion of all independent variables toward the explanation of a given de-
2 
pendent variable was assessed by R . Second, the overall F-test was 
applied to test for the significance of the overall regression of each 
dependent variable on the independent variables. Third, partial F-tests 
were used to test for the significance of the partial regression coef­
ficients. The .10 level was used as the minimum level of significance 
for determining whether hypotheses received statistical support, usu­
ally, social scientists use the .05 level of significance. Due to the 
theory-building nature of this research, however, it was decided that a 
less stringent significance level could be used. The student's t sta­
tistic, a component of analysis of variance procedures, was utilized to 
test other hypotheses. In student's t analyses, one-tailed tests of 
f •* '"»•»-> r.-r£i>-<a r\ a .0^ 1 1 T.7C c r» o m T Ti-: rrsïTm 1 otro 1 r\T c? Cr» 
nificance used for determining whether these hypotheses were statisti­
cally supported. 
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Preliminary Analyses of Research Variables 
It was decided that prior to evaluating the contingency hypotheses 
which comorise the focus of this study, it would be instructive to under­
take two basic analyses of the relationships between each of the inde­
pendent and dependent variables. Zero-order correlations were computed 
to determine the extent to which all of the research variables were in­
terrelated. Also, each of the three effectiveness variables was re­
gressed on all of the environmental and structural variables. This sec­
tion will be devoted solely to describing findings pertaining to the 
zero-order correlations (see Table A.3 in the Appendix). Readers who are 
interested in findings pertaining to the regression analyses may consult 
Tables A.4-A.6 in the Appendix. 
An objective environmental turbulence variable and variables repre­
senting three subdimensions of turbulence (i.e., change, complexity, and 
competition) were examined in the present study. According to expecta­
tions. because the turbuleiice variable was uevelooed tnrougn a procedure 
which combined its subdimensions, the change, competition and complex­
ity variables were positively related to turbulence. Also, according to 
expectations, the magnitudes of these intercorrelations were all high 
with the exception of the moderate relationship between environmental 
competition and environmental turbulence (.39). The three objective en­
vironmental subdimensions were positively and moderately related to each 
other. For the most part the subjective environmental variables (per­
ceived environmental change, perceived environmental competition, 2nd 
r'ljuy wczc axsg po5icjlvcj-y ôiig. îtigciêrâcêxv xncôrrêicllêg. on6 ©xceidci-on 
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was the relationship between PEU and perceived change which was nega­
tive, low, and nonstatistically significant. Although different view­
points are expressed in organizational literature, most theorists posit 
that objective and subjective environmental variables will be highly 
and positively related. In contrast, most research has not supported 
the majority viewpoint. Similar to findings of previous research, in 
this study, with the exception of the relationship between environ­
mental competition and perceived change (-.21) the objective and subjec­
tive environmental variables were not significantly related. More spe­
cifically, minus the above exception, all of the intercorreiations be­
tween objective and subjective environmental variables were low and all, 
except two, were negative. 
Zero-order correlations between the objective environmental vari­
ables and the three effectiveness variables were also examined. Envi­
ronmental change and environmental turbulence were significantly re­
lated to CEF (-.25; p < .05 and -.28, p < .01, respectively). Environ­
mental competition was significantly related to OEF (-.22, p < .05), 
PRE? (-.30, p < .01) and CEF (-.55, p < .01), whereas environmental 
complexity was not significantly related to any of the effectiveness 
variables. Among the subjective environmental variables, perceived com­
petition vas negatively Tp.lated to cw.v (-.42. p < .01) and CEF (-.19. 
p < .05) while perceived environmental uncertainty was negatively re­
lated to OEF (-.34, p < ,01) and PREF (-.21, p < .10). Perceived envi­
ronmental change was not significantly related to any of the effective­
ness variables. 
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With few exceptions, the intercorrelations among the structural 
variables were low and insignificant. Three exceptions include the fol­
lowing relationships. Centralization was negatively related to lateral 
and vertical communication (-.74, p < .01; -.22, p < .05) while lateral 
and vertical communication were positively related (.24, p < .05). An 
examination of the relationships between structural and effectiveness 
variables reveal that these relationships were generally low to moderate 
and nonsignificant. Centralization was negatively related to OEF (-.36, 
p < .01) while complexity was negatively related to PREF (-.21, p < .10). 
Lateral communication was positively related to OEF (.22, p < .05) and 
vertical communication was positively related to OEF (.36, p < .01) and 
CEF (.23, p< .01). Relationships among the effectiveness variables, 
themselves, were moderate and positive. 
A Basic Contingency Hypothesis 
Although environmental factors are prominent in contingency theory, 
prior to identifying the specific effects of environment, contingency 
theorists begin with a basic notion that is aimed at resolving the 
Weberian-human relations argument. That is, contingency theorists posit 
that all structural variables are related to organizational effective­
ness. 'Rence. the first hypothesis states 
G.H.I. The set of structural dimensions (i.e., centralization. 
formalization, vertical communication, lateral communica­
tion, complexity) as well as the partial contributions of 
each of the separate structural dimensions are positively 
and significantly related to organizational effectiveness. 
In order to examine this hypothesis, all of the organizations in the 
Haiiiplc. were included in the analysis. 
Generally speaking, hypothesis one received moderate support. Twen 
ty-four percent of the variance in effectiveness was explained by the 
structural variables and the overall F-value was significant at the .005 
level, indicating goodness of fit of the model. Specific aspects of 
hypothesis one received less support, however. Only two of the five 
structural variables (centralization and vertical communication) made a 
significant unique contribution toward explaining effectiveness and two 
of the structural variables (centralization and lateral communication) 
were negatively rather than positively related to effectiveness (see 
Table 4.1). 
The Objective Environment 
After making a general postulation regarding the relationships be­
tween structural variables and effectiveness, contingency theorists con­
centrate on delineating the specific nature of these relationships by 
theorizing about how objective environmental contingencies affect them. 
Their propositions focus on the differential effects of low and high en 
vironmental turbulence. The next two hypotheses state these particular 
contingency views. 
^In order to avoid extreme degrees of repetition, the empirical hy 
potheses will not be restated along with the restatements of the genera 
hypotheses. 
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Table 4.1. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (first evaluation of hypothesis 1) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable; Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity .0037 0.975 
Centralization -.3616 6.919** 
Formalization .0304 0.284 
Vertical communication .1216 6.810** 
Lateral communication -.1082 0.829 
R2 = .2382 Overall F = 4.629**** 
^Tests of the theoretical model shown on page 74 aprear in Tables 
4.1-4.8. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .005 level. 
Objective moderator effects 
G.H.2. Low environmental turbulence will function as a moderator 
variable by increasing the magnitudes and levels of sig-
111. J. JLCciilUc OJ. LUC L'C 
tural dimensions (i.e=) centrslization^ formalization, 
vertical communication) and organizational effectiveness; 
by decreasing the magnitudes and levels of significance 
of the relationships between the other structural dimen­
sions (i.e.; complexity, lateral communication) and organ­
izational effectiveness, and by changing the directions of 
the latter relationships from positive to negative. 
G,H.3. nigh environmencai curbulence will funccion as a moderator 
variable by decreasing the magnitudes and levels of 
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significance of the relationships between some of the 
structural dimensions (i.e., centralization, formalization, 
vertical communication) and organizational effectiveness as 
well as changing che direccions of chese relationships from 
positive to negative; and by increasing the magnitudes and 
levels of significance of the relationships between the 
other structural dimensions (i.e., complexity, lateral 
communication) and organizational effectiveness. 
In order to examine hypotheses two and three above, only organizations 
operating under conditions of low or high environmental turbulence, re­
spectively, were included in the particular analyses. Low environmental 
turbulence was defined as all environmental turbulence scores below the 
median score of this variable and high environmental turbulence was de­
fined as all scores above the median turbulence score. (The median poin 
was used here and in other instances to avoid small cell sizes.) 
For the most part, hypothesis two was not supported. That is, the 
expeccauions regarding how low envirozmenca1 nurbuience would increase o 
dimensions and effectiveness largely were uo'c upheld. Under conditions 
of low environmental turbulence, the magnitude of the partial regression 
coefficient for centralization only increased by a small amount whereas 
v.'v/%s .i. J. J. w o ^ X ^ vlulu'.^H^N.-CI u ..u -co 
mained about the same. Contrary to expectations, centralization was not 
I-/-\ T.7R-*OT~I /-\T^ I \t O -M «7 3 T" -« OM O ttit i r> r" 1 rvrt I -N Cr 
under conditions of low environmental turbulence were examined. The re­
lationship between centralization and effectiveness continued to be 
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significant at the .05 level, however. In fact, when there was low envi­
ronmental turbulence, centralization was the only structural variable 
that was significantly relaced to effectiveness. Also, contrary to the 
and lateral ccîirmunication with effectiveness did not decrease in magni­
tude under low turbulence conditions. The direction of the relationship 
between complexity and effectiveness did not change from positive to neg­
ative and the direction of the relationship between lateral communication 
and effectiveness was negative when all organizations were examined as 
well as when only organizations functioning under low turbulence were 
considered (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2). 
Table 4.2. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R2, and overall F (first evaluation of hypothesis 2) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
r»T*"î r- OT* "1 m-n \ 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
communication 
R- - .2964 
.uujy 
.4481 
.0288 
.1192 
u 
4.417** 
0.135 
2.833 
0.608 
Overall F = 2.865** 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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Similar to the hypothesis regarding low environmental turbulence, 
little support was found for hypothesis three which pertains to high 
environmental turbulence. The magnitudes of the relationships of 
centralization, formalization, and vertical communication with effec­
tiveness decreased as predicted. Also, the levels of significance for 
the unique contributions of centralization and vertical communication 
declined; but the decreases were accompanied by levels of nonstatisti-
cal significance. According to prediction, the magnitude of the rela­
tionship between complexity and effectiveness increased somewhat; how­
ever, the relationship between lateral communication and effective­
ness actually declined and neither relationship was statistically 
significant. While the directions of the relationships between effec­
tiveness and two of the structural variables, complexity and central­
ization, were consistent with predictions, there is no reason to be­
lieve that these results were due to effects of high environmental 
turbulence in that centralization and lateral communication were neg­
atively related to effectiveness under all of the circumstances which 
^ r* c •? "VT/^ -r" o mn c f •f"Vi a ! s3 ^  t cV» n c f 
effectiveness with complexity and formalization were the same al­
though they should have been exactly opposite from each other (see 
/. 1 : /, on JLCIL/JLCO -fed. a ItVO. / 9 
2 
A comparison of the R s and significance levels of the overall F-
values for the three regression models provides additional information. 
Although more variance in organizational effectiveness was explained in 
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Table 4.3. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (first evaluation of hypothesis 3) 
Variables F-values 
Dependent variable: 
criterion) 
Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
R^ = .1923 
,0062 
,2633 
,0074 
, 1052 
,0925 
0.945 
1.338 
0.005 
0.283 
Overall F = 1.619 
the model pertaining to organizations in low environmental turbulence 
than in the model pertaining to all of the organizations and the one 
concerning organizations in highly turbulent environments (i.e., 30%, 
24%, and 19%, respectively), the first model's level of significance 
(.05) was somewhat lower than the significance of the model pertaining to 
all of the organizations (.005). Also, the F-value for the model concern­
ing organizations in highly turbulent environments was nonsignificant 
(see Tables 4.1-4.3). 
As noted earlier, in order to test hypotheses two and three, organ-
ronments were characterized by high or low turbulence. The previous 
analyses focused primarily on determining to what extent the expected re­
lationships between the structural variables and organizational effec­
tiveness occurred for each distinct group. However, when a particular 
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analysis involves examining two different groups in the sample, the re­
searcher can compare the models for the two groups to determine whether 
the observed relationships between the independent and dependent vari­
ables are significantly different. For instance, in this research, one 
would want to know if the differences observed relative to relationships 
between structural variables and organizational effectiveness for organ­
izations with low environmental turbulence and organizations with high 
turbulence were statistically significant. Stated differently, there is 
an interest in determining whether an examination of the total group of 
organizations would be equally as informative as examining organiza­
tional subgroups. 
In order to make evaluations such as the ones described above, the 
researcher can use various techniques to determine whether rhe intercepts 
and slopes of the models for the two groups are different or the same. 
The procedures used, in this research, to determine whether the inter­
cepts of the two models were different involved the evaluation of a re­
gression model in which organizational effectiveness was regressed on 
the structural variables and environmental turbulence coded as a dummy 
variable (i.e., low, high). If the partial F-value for the dummy vari­
able was significant, this would mean that the intercepts for the two 
groups were different. Tc determine whether the slopes for the high anH 
low environmental turbulence groups were the same or different, the fol­
lowing procedures were undertaken. First, an environmental-structural 
interaction variable was computed for each of the five structural vari­
ables. Then, organizational effectiveness was regressed on all of the 
structural variables and the environmental-structural interaction vari­
ables. If the partial F-values for any of the interaction variables 
were significant, this would mean that the slopes for the two groups were 
different and the relationships between effectiveness and the particular 
structural variables were different for the groups of organizations with 
low and high environmental turbulence. Generally speaking, if the lines 
of two regression models have different slopes and intercepts, this means 
that the relationships between the independent and dependent variables 
are different for the two groups in the sense that there are both differ­
ent origins and rates of change in the dependent variable with respect 
to the independent variables for both groups. 
The tests for determining whether there are differences in the 
slopes of regression models pertaining to groups of organizations with 
either low or high environmental turbulence were particularly important 
for testing contingency hypotheses. While the tests regarding intercepts 
are informative in terms of providing additional information about the 
groups of organizations, the tests pertaining to whether the slopes were 
different for the two groups were more important for testing contingency 
hypotheses. This is true because the slopes pertain to the rates of 
change in the dependent variable with respect to the independent vari-
change for the two groups began at the same point. The very essence of 
contingency theory centers around its postulations regarding the differ­
ent impacts of different environmental conditions on organizational vari­
ables. If it were found that che relationships between the structural 
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variables and organizational effectiveness were the same for groups of 
organizations operating under conditions of low or high environmental 
turbulence or uncertainty, such findings would provide evidence con­
trary to the postulations of contingency theory. Note that the tests 
for equality of ^ slopes and intercepts also were conducted as a part of 
the evaluations of hypotheses five and six which pertain to the modera­
tor variables of low and high PEU. 
As suggested by the above discussion, a thorough evaluation of the 
moderator hypothesis requires determining whether the slope of the line 
in the model pertaining to organizations with environments characterized 
by low turbulence was different from the slope of the line in the model 
pertaining to organizations with environments characterized by high 
turbulence. Knowing whether the intercepts for the two models were dif­
ferent also would be informative. Both tests were undertaken in this 
study. The results showed that the tests regarding the intercepts and 
slopes of the models pertaining to low and high turbulence were nonsig­
nificant; therefore, relationships between structural variables and ef­
fectiveness did not differ significantly for organizations operating 
under conditions of low or high environmental turbulence and the model 
which involves all of the organizations is equally appropriaLe compared 
to the other two models (see Table 4.4). 
The objective environment and externa 1 effectiveness criteria 
Since organizational literature suggests that different frames of 
reference should be considered in studies of organizational effective-
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Table 4.4. Relevant unstandardized partial regression coefficients and 
partial F-values for tests of the equality of intercepts 
and slopes of lines in regression models pertaining to low 
and high environmental turbulence (first comparison of 
lines, evaluations of hypotheses 1, 2) 
variaoies jj-vaiues 
Dependent variable; Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
criterion) 
Independent variable: Environmental dummy 
variable^ .1622 0.443 
Independent variables (environmental-structural 
interaction variables) 
Environment-complexity -.0024 
Environment-centralization -.1064 
Enviromnent-formalization .0377 
Environment-vertical communication .0160 
Environment-lateral communication .0255 
0.078 
0.359 
0.105 
0.024 
0.065 
'Relevant variable in test for intercept equality, 
^Relevant variables in tests for slope equality. 
theory would be enhanced by including external definitions of effective­
ness in addition to internal definitions that are traditionally used. 
Therefore, che two external effectiveness criteria, described earlier as 
PREF and CEF, were also examined in this study. Similar to the analyses 
regarding the internal organizational effectiveness variable, the rela­
tionships between the five structural variables and PREF as well as CEF 
i. ULXJUOC J. ^ w uxuo vviiCi.1 G J. J. V JL ULiC 
eight organizations in the sample were considered, (2) when only organi-
CA «—A.* V V U. ^ I. L V/W L. ^ L/ Y WIICLI 
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When hypotheses one through three were examined relative to PREF 
and CEF, the data revealed that organizations' structural characteris­
tics largely were not related to these measures of effectiveness. Spe­
cifically, when all organizations were examined, only organizational 
complexity was related significantly to PREF and vertical communication 
was the only structural variable related significantly to CEF. The first 
relationship was negative (see Table 4.5) while the latter relationship 
was positive. Under conditions of low environmental turbulence, none of 
the structural variables were related significantly to PREF and only ver­
tical communication was related significantly to CEF (see Table 4.6). 
Under conditions of high environmental turbulence, none of the structural 
variables were related significantly to either PREF or CEF (see Table 
4.7). With reference to the total PREF and CEF models, all of them 
lacked goodness of fit under all three circumstances. That is, the magni-
2 
tudes of the R s for the CEF models were of noticeable size only under 
low and high environmental circumstances (i.e., .12 and .17, respectively). 
The magnitude of only one of the r' S^ for the PREF models was of notice-
2 
able size. That is, under low environmental turbulence, the R for this 
PREF model was .16. However, none of the overall F-values for any of the 
PREF and CEF models were statistically significant at the minimum level 
/-N-r lO. col Ar» ^  ar? -f-rvio /coo 1 o c A ^ — A 7 \ 
Tests were undertaken tc determine v:hethsr the intercepts and slopes 
for the PREF and CEF models were the same under conditions of low and 
high environmental turbulence. The test for equality of intercepts for 
the CEF models was significant and therefore showed that the intercepts 
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Table 4.5. Uhstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (second evaluation of hypothesis 1) 
Variables b F-va lues 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public 
representatives' criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity -.0099 5.009** 
Centralization .0503 0.092 
Formalization .0683 0.989 
Vertical communication -0796 2.015 
Lateral communication .0133 0.009 
2 
R = .0857 Overall F = 1.387 
Dependent variable: 
criterion) 
Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
.0004 
.0018 
-.0043 
.0136 
- .0168 
0.665 
0.010 
0.338 
5.220** 
1.210 
R 0.0999 Overall F = 1.642 
Significant at the .05 level. 
were different for organizations operating under low and high environ­
mental turbulence; however, the test for the equality of slopes for the 
CSF models was nonsignificant. With reference Lo the rREF models, the 
^ T* 'T ^ "T C* /a *- -Ti ^ 1 .J ^ 
ing, in both instances the data shewed that the lew and high environ-
137 
Table 4.6. TJnstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R , and overall F (second evaluation of hypothesis 2) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public 
representatives' criterion) 
Independent variables ; 
Complexity -.0114 2.263 
Centralization -.0945 0.124 
Formalization .0620 0.394 
Vertical communication .1036 1.351 
Lateral coimimication -.1559 0.464 
= .1594 Overall F = 1.290 
Dependent variable: 
criterion) 
Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
C entralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
.0094 
,0017 
.0129 
0.174 
0.044 
2.978:) 
0.433 
R = .1219 Overall F = 0.944 
Significant at the , 1 0  Level. 
4.8), As a whole, the tests of contingency hypotheses, which used public 
representative and clientele effectiveness criterion msasures, did not 
provide evidence that contingency chscry can be enhanced by incorporai:-
ing these external effectiveness variables. 
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Table 4.7. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (second evaluation of hypothesis 3) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public 
representatives' criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity -.0045 0.431 
Centralization .1674 0.454 
Formalization -.0149 0.018 
Vertical ccmmunication .0371 0.197 
Lateral communication .1707 0.763 
= .0492 Overall F = 0.352 
Dependent variable; 
criterion) 
Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
Centalization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
.0009 
•.0141 
.0197 
.0126 
. .0216 
1.138 
0.203 
1.984 
1.424 
0.771 
R = .1672 Overall F = 1.365 
Objective environmental consonance hypothesis 
Contingency theorists contend that certain structural characteris­
tics are necessary for achieving effectiveness under conditions of low 
environmental turbulence and other structural characteristics are neces­
sary for achieving effectiveness when there is high environmental turbu­
lence. More specifically, the following hypothesis is proposed by con-
f- n -n c c • 
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Table 4,8. Relevant unstandardized partial regression coefficients and 
partial F-values for tests of the equality of intercepts 
and slopes of lines in regression models pertaining to low 
and high environmental turbulence (second comparison of 
lines, evaluations of hypotheses 1, 2) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public 
representatives' criterion) 
Independent variable: Environmental dummy 
variable^ .3931 1.829 
Independent variables (environmental-structural 
interaction variables):b 
Environment-complexity -.0074 0.517 
Environment-centralization .0035 0.000 
Environment-formalization .1320 0.919 
Environment-vertical communication .0735 0.359 
Environment-lateral communication -.0833 0.497 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
criterion) 
Independent variable : Environmental dummy 
variable^ 
structural interaction variables):^ 
Env i r orm'ieiit - c omp 1 ex i ty 
Environment-centralization 
Environment;-formalization 
Environment-vertical communication 
Environment-lateral ccmmunication 
"Relevant variable in test for intercept equality. 
^Relevant variables in tests for slope equality. 
•k'k 
Significant at the .05 level. 
.0558 4.702** 
.0084 0.149 
.UJ.OJ) JL . OH-O 
.0000 0.000 
. nn/, o n 1 RO 
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G.H.4. Organizations with consonant objective environmental-struc­
tural configurations will be significantly more effective 
than organizations with dissonant objective environmental-
structural configurations. 
In order to test this hypothesis, a number of preliminary steps were 
taken. First, the environmental turbulence and structural scores for 
each organization were sorted into low and high categories by dividing 
these variables at their median points. Next, organizations were classi­
fied into consonant and dissonant groups. That is, for each cf the five 
structural dimensions, organizations were sorted into consonant groups 
if they had either highly turbulent environments and organic structural 
characteristics or minimally (low) turbulent environments and mechanis­
tic structural characteristics. Conversely, for each structural dimen­
sion, organizations with either highly turbulent environments and mech­
anistic structural characteristics or minimally turbulent environments 
and organic structural characteristics were sorted into dissonant 
groups. The same procedures were used to sort organizations with con­
sonant and dissonant PEU-structural configurations when hypothesis 
seven was tested. 
The data presented in Table 4.9 show little support for the objec-
scores for the consonant and dissonant groups revealed that their mean 
effectiveness scores for both internal and external effectiveness cri­
teria differed very minimally. In some instances, the mean effective­
ness scores for the dissonant groups were somewhat higher than the mean 
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Table 4.9. Consonant and dissonant groups'^ mean effectiveness scores 
and t-values (evaluation of hypothesis 4) 
Mean effectiveness^ 
t —« 4- û o 1 
Consonant and dissonant criterion External criteria 
groups OEF PREF CEF 
ENVT-CN CONS 8.23 8.98 2.85 
EFVT-CN DISS 8.38 9.14 2.79 
t-values -0.62 -0.58 2.36** 
Eî3VT-FîiZ CONS 8.48 9.16 2.83 
ENVT-FMZ DISS 8.11 8.94 2.81 
t-values 1.50 0.79 0.96 
ENVT-CPX CONS 8.54 9.15 2.82 
EFvT-CrX DISS S.OS 8,96 2.82 
t-values 1.92* 0.72 0.15 
ENVT-LC CONS 8.05 8.99 2.82 
ENVT-LC DISS 8.55 9.12 2.82 
t—values —2.06*^ —G.48 0.17 
ENVT-VC CONS 8.42 9.27 2.83 
ENVT-VC DISS 8.22 8.89 2.81 
t-values 0.81 1.41 0.66 
Note: Tests of theoretical model shown on page 77. 
formalization; CPX = complexity; LC = lateral communication; VC = 
vertical communication; CONS = consonance; DISS = dissonance. The 
average difference between CONS and DISS group sizes i-zas four. 
b 
OEF = organizational administrators' effectiveness criterion; 
effectiveness criterion. 
FRjii? = public representatives ' effectiveness criterion; CE? = clientele's 
Significant at the .025 level (one-tailed probability). 
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scores for the consonant groups, a finding which was contradictory to 
the consonance hypothesis. Consistent with the above findings, t-values 
were statistically significant in only a few sporadic cases. Specifi­
cally, when organizations had consonant environment-centralization con­
figurations, they were significantly more effective, according to clien­
tele criteria than were organizations with dissonant environment-cen­
tralization configurations. Also, when organizations exhibited conso­
nance between the environment and structural complexity, there was a 
significant difference between the mean internal effectiveness scores 
for the consonant and dissonant organizations, with the first group of 
organizations being more effective. There was also a statistically 
significant difference between the mean internal effectiveness scores 
for the organizations that were consonant and dissonant on environment-
lateral communication. However, the direction of the t-value was nega­
tive and therefore contrary to predictions. The negative sign indi­
cated that organizations, with consonant lateral communication patterns, 
were actually less effective than organizations with dissonant lateral 
communication patterns. Similar to the results of earlier analyses ; 
findings regarding tests of the objective consonance hypothesis which 
involved external effectiveness criteria as dependent variables, were 
wherein internal effectiveness vas the dependent variable. 
143 
The Subjective Environment 
Critics of contingency theory have urged that contingency theorists 
use subjective environmental concepts in lieu of objective environmental 
concepts, especially the concept of perceived environmental uncertainty 
(PEU). In order to examine the critics' arguments, hypotheses were 
developed which are analogous to traditional contingency hypotheses in 
every way, with the exception of the incorporation of PEU as the envi­
ronmental variable. Research findings pertaining to these hypotheses 
are discussed below. 
Subjective moderator effects 
G.H.5. Low PEU will function as a moderator variable by increasing 
the magnitudes and levels of significance of the relation­
ships between some of the structural dimensions (i.e., cen­
tralization, formalization, vertical communication) and or­
ganizational effectiveness; by decreasing the magnitudes 
and levels of significance of the relationships between the 
*^-1-,  ^ T  ^4 Tvio—» c -i r\r^  Ç f "i a n 1 v 1 rv . 1 ^  I CDTD^ 
munication) and organizational effectiveness, and by chang­
ing the directions of the latter relationships from positive 
to negative. 
G.H.6. High PEU will function as a moderator variable by decreas­
ing the magnitudes and levels of significance of the rela­
tionships between seme of the structural dimensions (i.e., 
centralization, formalization, vertical communication) and 
organizational effectiveness as well as changing the direc­
tions of these relationships from positive to negative; and 
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by increasing the magnitudes and levels of significance 
of the relationships between the other structural dimen­
sions (i.e., complexity, lateral communication) and organ­
izational effectiveness. 
Low PEU was defined as all PEU scores below the median score of PEU and 
high PEU was defined as all PEU scores above the median of this vari­
able. In order to test hypotheses five and six above, only those or­
ganizations in which administrators had low or high PEU scores, respec­
tively, were included in the particular analyses. 
The data provided virtually no support for hypothesis five. It 
was expected that the magnitudes of the relationships between effective­
ness and each of the structural dimension:, of centralization, formaliza­
tion, and vertical communication would increase and the directions of 
these relationship would be positive when administrators experienced 
low PEU. A comparison of the partial regression coefficients, for these 
variables in the low PEU regression model, with their counterparts in 
the model undifferentiated by levels of PEU showed that the magnitudes 
cf wlis îts 1.3wxcnslixps j_n cussti^ gii j!rorncfcj.ri3vi tlis ssitig ctt 
Also, the directions of the relationships involving centralization and 
formalization were negative rather than positive. Only vertical com-
- - C* s. 
significance or cms reiatxcmsnip actually aeciined compared to its 
significance level in the model where levels of ?EU were not distin­
guished. Contrary to predictions, the magnitudes of the relationships 
of complexity and lateral communication with effectiveness remained 
about the same in the first instance and increased noticeably in the 
latter case. However, these relationships were not significant and the 
direction of the relationship between lateral communication and effec­
tiveness was negative in both the PEU differentiated and nondifferenti-
ated models. Although eighteen, percent of the variance in effective­
ness was explained in the low PEU model, the overall F-value was nonsig­
nificant, indicating a lack of goodness of fit (see Tables 4.1 and 4.10), 
Table 4.10. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (first evaluation of hypothesis 5) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
criterion) 
Independent variables : 
Complexity .0076 1.289 
Centralization -.3255 2.625 
Formalization -.0385 0.222 
Vertical communication .1152 3.197* 
Lateral communication -.1562 0.962 
^2 - IS''5 QVETAL1 F = 1.608 
^Tests of the theoretical model shown on page 81 appear in Tables 
4.10-4.15. 
^Significant at the .10 level. 
w'hen the high ?EU model was compared with the model that was not 
differentiated by level of PEU, it was found that hypothesis six largely 
was not supported. Centralization was the only structural variable 
that was significantly related to effectiveness; although the direction 
ot this relationship was correct, this does not reflect a change fras 
Contrary to expectations, the magnitude of the relationship between 
formalization and effectiveness increased slightly whereas the rela­
tionship between vertical communication and effectiveness decreased as 
predicted. But, neither of these relationships was significant. The 
magnitudes of the relationships between complexity and effectiveness 
and lateral communication and effectiveness declined rather than in­
creased, with the latter relationship being in the wrong direction. Al­
though twenty-three percent of the variance in effectiveness was ex­
plained, the overall F-va lue was nonsignificant, indicating the model's 
lack of goodness of fit (see Tables 4.1 and 4.11). 
Table 4.11. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (first evaluation of hypothesis 6) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
criterion) 
Independent variables : 
Complexity .0031 0.431 
Centralization -.3584 3.001^ 
Formalization .0659 0.578 
Vertical communication .0551 0.507 
Lateral communication -.0651 0.123 
R^ = .2288 Overall F = 1.899 
q-î fn r* prnt" O +* r*£a to, 1 1 
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A comparison of the goodness of fit of the models pertaining to low 
and high PEU and the model referring to all organizations showed that 
the latter model is the only one for which goodness of fit was estab­
lished. That is, slightly more variance in effectiveness was explained 
by this model (i.e., .24 as compared to .18 and .23). More important, 
the model concerning all of the organizations was the only one of the 
three models for which the overall F-value was statistically signifi­
cant at one of the chosen alpha levels (see Tables 4.1, 4.10 and 4.11). 
Tests also were undertaken to determine whether the intercepts and 
slopes were equal for the regression model pertaining to organizations 
where PEU was low and the model pertaining to organizations where PEU was 
high. The test for equality of intercepts was significant at the .10 
level indicating that the relationships between structural variables and 
effectiveness begin at different points. However, the primary concern 
in this research concerns whether the slopes for the two models were 
different. The tests for equality of slopes were all nonsignificant. 
Therefore, the slopes for the two models were the same; this means that 
relationships between the structural variables and effectiveness were 
the same in that the rates of change in organizational effectiveness 
were similar for both models (see Table 4.12). Similar to the findings 
Tp.pardine the objective environment, the analyses pertaining to the 
subjective environment showed that the model concerning all of the or­
ganizations was more appropriate for examining the relationships between 
structure and effectiveness than the low ?EU and high PEU models (see 
TaDies 4,1 and 4,10—4,12), 
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Table 4.12. Relevant unstandardized partial regression coefficients and 
partial P-values for tests of the equality of intercepts 
and slopes of lines in regression models pertaining to low 
and high PEU (first comparison of lines, evaluations of 
hypotheses 5, 6) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (administrators' 
criterion) 
Independent variable: PEU dummy variable^ .4225 2.900* 
Independent variables (PEU-structural inter­
action variables);^ 
PEU-complexity 
PEU-centralization 
PEU-formalization 
PEU-vertical communication 
PEU-lateral communication 
.0043 0.289 
.1300 0.659 
- .0820 0.611 
.0564 0.296 
-.0007 0.000 
Relevant variable in test for intercept equality. 
^Relevant variables in tests for slope equality. 
"k 
Significant at the .10 level. 
The subjective environment and external effectiveness criteria 
Similar to the analyses undertaken relative to the objective envi­
ronmental turbulence variable, in the analyses pertaining to PEU efforizs 
were also made to determine whether knowledge about the relationships 
between structural variables and effectiveness would be enchanced by ex­
amining relationships between structural variables and external meas­
ures of effectiveness. Hence, after examining hypotheses five and six 
which concern the effects of lew and high PEU on relationships between 
structural variables and effectiveness as defined by organizational 
149 
administrators, the same hypotheses were examined relative to effective­
ness as defined by public representatives (PREF) and by clientele (CEF). 
The general results of these models are discussed below. 
Consistent with the findings regarding the relationships between 
PREF and structural variables when all of the organizations were consid­
ered, the two models, pertaining to relationships between PREF and 
structural variables when organizational administrators perceived low or 
high uncertainty, also lacked goodness of fit. Under circumstances of 
low PEU none of the structural variables were significantly related to 
PREF; only complexity was significantly related to PREF under high PEU 
and the direction of this relationship was contrary to expectations. 
Fifteen percent of the variance in PREF was explained in the high PEU 
model and only about ten percent of the variance in PREF was explained in 
the low PEU model. Neither the low PEU nor the high PEU models concern­
ing PREF as the dependent variable had statistically significant overall 
F-values, however (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14). Tests for equality of in­
tercepts and slopes for the high and low PEU models were nonsignificant. 
Thsrafcre, the =adel which concerned the relationships between structural 
variables and PREF, when all organizations were included in the analysis, 
was equally as appropriate for examining these relationships in that the 
between structure and TREF were the came for the low and 
high PEU models (see Table 4.15). 
As noted earlier, the model concerning the relationships between 
structural variables and CEF when all organizations were considered, was 
a model that lacked goodness of fit as evidenced by its low R value 
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Table 4.13. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (second evaluation of hypothesis 5) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public repre­
sentatives' criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity -.0028 0.163 
Centralization .1448 0.487 
Formalization -.0001 0.000 
Vertical communication .0255 0.148 
Lateral communication -.1106 0.452 
2 
R = .0961 Overall F = 0.755 
Dependent variable: 
criterion) 
Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
Independent variables : 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
= .2961 
.0021 
.0103 
.0158 
.0134 
5.278** 
0.143 
2.015 
2.326 
-.0274 1.602 
Overall F = 3.029*' 
3"-d nonsignificant overall F-vaiue. When che relationships between 
structural variables and CEF were considered under low and high PEU cir­
cumstances, the statistical results improved somewhat under low ?EU cir­
cumstances. The lew PEU model was one in which thirty percent of the 
variance in CEF was explained and the overall F-value was significant. 
However, only one variable, complexity, was significantly relaced co CEF 
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Table 4.14. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial 
F-values, R , and overall F (second evaluation of hypoth­
esis 6) 
Variables b F-vaiues 
Dependent variable; Organizational effectiveness (public repre­
sentatives' criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity -.0116 3.330* 
Centralization .0761 0.073 
Fcnr.alizaticn .1044 0 = 787 
Vertical communication .0573 0.254 
Lateral communication .1895 0.564 
2 
R = .1464 Overall F = 1.098 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
criterion) 
Independent variables: 
Complexity 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Vertical communication 
Lateral communication 
9 
— noqo 
-.0003 0.346 
-.0091 0.170 
.0001 0.011 
.0019 0.046 
-.0017 0.008 
Ot -T/o "v -D I : 17= f 1 i ÛI ! 
significant at the .10 level. 
and the direction of the relationship was contrary to expectations. The 
high PEU model lacked goodness of fit in that only two percent of the 
variance in CE? was explained under high FEU circumstances and the over­
all F-value was nonsignificant (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14). Tests were 
undertaken to determine whether the intercepts and slopes for the low and 
high PEU models were equal. The intercepts for the two models were the 
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Table 4.15. Relevant unstandardized partial regression coefficients ar.2 
partial F-values for tests of the equality of intercepts and 
slopes of lines in regression models pertaining to low and 
high PEU (second comparison of lines, evaluations of hy­
potheses 5, 6) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public repre­
sentatives' criterion) 
Independent variable: PEU dummy variable^ .3055 1.020 
Indpendent variables (PEU-structural interaction 
variables) 
PEU-complexity .0084 0.738 
rEu-centralization .3192 2.745 
PEU-formalization -.0471 0.139 
PEU-vertical communication -.0153 0.015 
PEU-lateral communication -.0568 0.306 
Dependent variable; Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
criterion) 
Independent variable: PEU dummy variable^ -.0072 0.049 
Independent variables (PEU-structural inter-
cx vo J. j_ci LV A.XZ.CJ ; . -
PEU-complexity .0024 5.660*? 
PEU-centrslizstion .0274 1.937 
PEU-formalization -.1490 1.334 
"DTTTT—iTaff- n r» o "î /** /irwDnTs -î /-> o +- •? 1"iQ^ A 001 w ». m J~ ^ ^ ^ .i. 
PEU-lateral communication -.0183 2.189 
^Relevant variable in test for intercept equality. 
"Relevant variables in tests for slope equality. 
"k-k 
Significant at the .05 level. 
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same and all of the slopes were equal with the exception of one. Spe­
cifically, the test for PEU-complexity interaction was significant at the 
.05 level. This means that the relationship between complexity and CEF 
was different for those organizations where low PEU was experienced as 
compared to the organizations where high PEU was experienced. That is, 
when organizational administrators experienced low degrees of uncer­
tainty , the higher the degree of professionalization of organizational 
staff (i.e., complexity), the higher the rating of organizational effec­
tiveness given by clientele. In contrast, the relationship between com­
plexity and CEF was directly opposite in organizations with high PEU (see 
Table 4.15). At best, these findings provide minimal support for contin­
gency theory in that only the low PEU model was statistically sound and 
only one structural variable accounts for the low PEU model's goodness 
of fit. See Tables 4.5 and 4.13-4.14 for details regarding these data. 
A comparison of results obtained regarding the effects of the objec­
tive and subjective environmental moderator variables is also important 
in this study. It was noted that critics of contingency theory contend 
that the concept cf PEU is mere conceptually and methodologically adequate 
than objective concepts which contingency theorists traditionally use as 
concepts of uncertainty. In view of this argument, contingency hypoth-
tested in which objective enviromriental turbulence and PEU were 
used, alternately, as moderator variables. Among twelve different regres­
sion models (see Tables 4.2-4.4; 4.5-4.8; 4.10-4.15) that were used to 
evaluate the effects of low and high environmental turbulence and the 
effects of low and high PEU on the relationships between five structural 
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variables and three different effectiveness variables, either one or 
none of the structural variables was significantly related to effective­
ness. Also, only regression models involving low environmental turbu­
lence and low PEU as moderators were models with statistically signifi-
2 
cant overall F-values and with R s above .23. These data showed that 
subjective environmental variables were not more important than objec­
tives ones for clarifying the relationships between structural charac­
teristics and effectiveness. Contingency theory was only minimally sup­
ported Lutli in situations where subjective environmental variables were 
used as moderators and where objective environmental variables were 
moderators. 
Subjective environmental consonance hypothesis 
In order to examine the argument of contingency theory critics, 
that subjective environmental concepts are more relevant than objective 
ones, a consonance hypothesis which examines relationships between sub-
jcc_^.c cn.^-crrr.cn—ccnccnancc end orgcmzctzcnc^ cffcctivc 
ness was developed. 
G,rl,7. Organizations with consonant ?EU-structural configurations 
^ u. .1. ^ wCk 4.1. b. a. U.l.lCkl.1. V/ ^ 
T.7-? n c c r\T"» 9 V* f- /-w» f 4 o 
This hypothesis was tested in relation to internal and external effec­
tiveness criteria. 
T r* a r> r* o c ot-\ f- aH -î T-» ^ 1 A cV» /^r.7 cii^ 4 or» f" i '*ro r» r\Tii c /^ — 
LS.J yKj Lico ^ i. o J. 0. J wac i&v/ u. a t. cv* , JL uiwo^ j-iiaudiiv-ca , uiic 
mean internal and external organizational effectiveness scores for 
155 
Table 4.16. Consonant and dissonant groups'^ mean effectiveness scores 
and t-values (evaluation of hypothesis 7) 
Mean effectiveness 
Interr>al External criteria 
Consonant and dissonant criterion 
groups OEF PREF CEF 
PEU-CN CONS 8.39 9.50 2.84 
PEU-CN DISS 8.25 8.76 2.80 
t-values 0.54 3.12*** 1.38 
PEU-FMZ CONS 8.25 9.06 2.83 
PEU-FMZ DISS 8.38 9.05 2.80 
t-values -0.51 0.01 1.06 
PEU-CPX CONS 7,97 8.68 2.79 
PEU-CPX DISS 8.52 9.30 2.84 
t-values -2.03** -2.01** -1.70* 
PEU-LC CONS 8.42 9.24 2.84 
PEU-LC DISS 8.24 8.94 2.81 
t-values 0.82 1.08 1.24 
PEU-VC CONS 8.28 9.00 2.83 
PEU-VC DISS 8.35 9.16 2.80 
t-values -0.25 -0.55 0.79 
Note; Tests of theoretical model shown on page 82. 
^PEU = perceived envirorsnental uncertainty; CN = centralization: 
FMZ = formalization; CPX = complexity; LC = lateral communication; VC = 
vertical communication; CONS = consonance; DISS = dissonance. The aver­
age di fference between CONS and DISS group sizes was 18. 
^OEF = organizational administrators' effectiveness criterion; PRE? 
= public representatives' effectiveness criterion; CE? = clientele's 
effectiveness criterion. 
consonant and dissonant organizations were about the same and, in some 
cases, disscniiiii. were more effective than consonant ones. 
Few t-values were statistically significant. The t-tests, regarding the 
internal and external organizational effectiveness mean scores for organ­
izations which were consonant or dissonant on PEU and organizational 
complexity, were statistically significant. However, the signs of 
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these t-values were all negative, which indicated that organizations 
with dissonant PEU-complexity configurations were more effective than 
those with consonant PEU-complexity configurations. The t-value regard­
ing the public representative effectiveness mean scores for organiza­
tions consonant or dissonant on PEU-centralization was the only other 
statistically significant t-value ; it showed that the mean public repre­
sentative effectiveness score was significantly greater for organiza­
tions consonant on PEU and centralization than for the organizations dis­
sonant on PEU and centralization. 
Generally speaking, these data showed that, regardless of whether 
the subjective environmental consonance hypothesis was tested relative 
to internal or external organizational effectiveness variables, the 
hypothesis largely was unsupported. It is also important to note that 
results in these analyses do not support contingency theory critics' 
argument that subjective environmental variables are more important 
predictors of organizational behavior than objective environmenta1 vari­
ables. A comparison of the findings regarding the objective and subjec­
tive environmental consonance hypotheses shows that the results were 
similar. Neither hypothesis received more than minimal confirmation. 
The Objective and Subjective Environments 
rVn A r»-F r ryryf" n -n o-o-n n\7 t- Vi arsy^r n c; C c*î-{-nr>r>c -mry 
y A 1 a f-1 rm c h n -n c c OT-nr-î "rnr-jm OT-» -f- c 1 Q a T c 4 f- -i m-r-i c 
were examined in the present study and findings pertaining to them are 
T > C i  c  O T - »  r * o  1  rsrj 
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Objective-subjective environmenta1 relationships 
G.H.8. The set of objective environmental dimensions (i.e., envi­
ronmental change, complexity, competition) as well as the 
partial contributions of each of the separate objective 
environmental dimensions are positively and significantly 
related to PEU. 
G.H.9. Objective environmental change is positively and signif­
icantly related tc perceived environmental change, 
G.H.IO. Objective environmental competition is positively and sig­
nificantly related to perceived environmental competition. 
Data relevant to hypotheses eight through ten are presented in Table 
4.17. These data show that neither of the hypotheses was supported. 
Table 4.17. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (evaluations of hypotheses 8-10) 
Dependent 
variables Independent variables b F-values 
PEU Environmental change .0091 0.575 
Environmental complexity -.0111 0.290 
Environmental competition -.0216 0.970 
= .0270 Overall F = 0.779 
Perceived change Environmental change -.0184 0.211 
2 
__ n oil 
Perceived competition hinvironmenta 1 competition .0281 1.9G( 
2 
P. = .0216 Overall F = 1.900 
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None of the objective environmental dimensions were significantly re­
lated to perceptions of environmental uncertainty. Together, the objec­
tive environmental variables only explained about three percent of the 
variance in PEU. Similarly, objective environmental change was not re­
lated to perceived change and objective competition was not related to 
perceived competition. 
Subjective-subjective environmental relationships 
Some theorists argue that perceptions of environmental conditions 
rather than the objective conditions, themselves, are the best predictors 
of PEU. Hence, the following hypothesis was developed: 
G.H.ll. The set of subjective environmental variables (i.e., per­
ceived environmental change and perceived environmental 
competition) as well as the partial contributions of each 
of the separate subjective environmental variables are 
positively and significantly related to PEU. 
rcnrr.ental variables (perceived competition and perceived change) exam­
ined as possible predictors of PEU^ only perceived competition made a 
cent cf variance in PEU was explained. The overall F-value was signifi­
cant at the .05 level (see Table 4.18). 
Findings regarding each of the hypotheses were presented in this 
chapter. In the next chapter, the substantive meanings and implies-
C ' C / _ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
wiOi iS )  V  J-  U l lC  X J - l lU .  W C  VU J .  O  U.  O  C  ;  
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Table 4.18. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R , and overall F (evaluation of hypothesis 11) 
Dependent 
variable Independent variable b F-values 
PEU Perceived compétition .1912 8.390*** 
Perceived change -.0693 2.021 
= .095 Overall F = 4.468** 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
The objectives of this chapter are to summarize the research con­
ducted and to discuss major substantive implications of the research 
findings. Suggestions for future research are provided, projections are 
made about the future usefulness of contingency theory for making admin­
istrative and managerial policy recommendations, and preliminary policy 
recommendations are made relative to maximizing organizational effec­
tiveness . 
A review of organizational literature indicated that organizational 
effectiveness is an important concept in organizational theory. It was 
also revealed that organizational effectiveness is an abstract, multi­
dimensional concept that lacks conceptual and methodological clarity as 
well as a concept with meanings that vary according to different organ­
izational constituents' frases of reference. Variations in the meanings 
of organizational effectiveness also stem from the fact that effective­
ness is a concept in practically every theory of organizations. This 
study was concerned with enhancing the understanding of effectiveness by 
clarifying the contingency theory of organizational effectiveness. Spe­
cifically, emphases were placed on clarifying contingency theory con­
cepts, propositions, and the major variants of contingency theory. 
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search findings would yield suggestions for the application of 
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contingency theory in future research studies and practical settings. 
Efforts toward clarifying contingency theory began with clarifications 
of major contingency concepts. A decision was made to use the approach 
of clarifying concepts on a sequential basis, beginning wich the exter­
nal enviromenta 1 suprasystem and ending with organizational effective­
ness, a subcomponent of organizational performance. 
The environment as a pool of resources and the environment as a 
flow of information are two conceptions of environment that were identi 
fied in organizational literature. These conceptual frameworks were 
used as points of departure for clarifying the concept of environment. 
Analyses which focus on the external environmental suprasystem treat en 
vironment as a pool of resources whereas analyses which deal with the 
subjective environment treat environment as a flow of information. 
The environmental suprasystem has three major subcomponents : the 
general environment, the specific environment, and analytical dimen­
sions. The general environment refers to global conditions which form 
the general context in which organizations function, in concrasc, che 
specific environment has reference to identifiable elements external to 
the organization which directly impact upon it, including other organi­
zations, individuals, and groups. Analytical dimensions include those 
dimension used to study aspects of the general and specific environ­
ments as a means of determining the degree cf overall turbulence, chang 
complexity, and competition in environmental conditions and elements. 
The subjective environment is a subcomponenc of the organization's 
psychosocial subsytem. That is, organizational members have different 
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perceptions regarding the extent to which there is environmental uncer­
tainty, change, complexity, and competition in the external organiza­
tional environment. Moreover, theorists who use a subjective conception 
of environment contend that organizational members' personal and organi­
zational characteristics determine their perceptions of the environment. 
Since the identification of determinants of environmental perceptions 
was not one of the study objectives, organizational members' characteris­
tics were not examined empirically. 
Contingency theorists sometimes include organizational background 
characteristics and technological subsystem concepts in their studies of 
organizational effectiveness. Structural dimensions always constitute 
one group of concepts in contingency studies- The various dimensions of 
these subsystems were elaborated at the theoretical level. Due to the 
present study's emphasis on environmental contingency models, however, 
organizational background characteristics and technological subdimen­
sions were excluded fran the empirical analyses. 
With reference to the concept of organizational effectiveness, it 
was shown that contingency theorists commonly treat this concept as if 
its conceptual demain were nonproblematic. without giving much attention 
to clarifying the meaning of organizational effectiveness, they usually 
define and measure effectiveness as a unitary concept of economic suc­
cess, a practice which reflects their cominon use of economic organiza­
tions as units of analysis. In an effort to improve upon the approach 
which contingency theorists usually take in relation to the effective­
ness concept, general theoretical and operational definitions of 
163 
effectiveness were used in this study. More specifically, the present 
study drew upon the widespread view in organizational literature which 
calls for the use of multiple measures of effectiveness which represent 
internal and external organizational frames of reference. It was shown 
that within the organization, administrators most often evaluate effec­
tiveness on the basis of organizational adequacy. From the external 
perspectives, it was concluded that public representatives define effec­
tiveness in terms of the organization's social utility and clients eval­
uate effectiveness on the basis of organizational outcomes. Criteria 
used to define organizational effectiveness from these three different 
frames of reference were described and they were ultimately used to de­
velop effectiveness measures. 
After the major concepts were explicated, efforts were made to fur­
ther clarify contingency theory by clarifying seme of its dominant hypoth­
eses and models. Two major variants of contingency theory were identi­
fied, i.e., contingency models which deal with environmental contingen­
cies and models which focus on technological contingencies. Technolog­
ical models were briefly described: however, they were not examined em­
pirically in this study. 
As a result of furcher distinctions made relative to environmental 
cor.tingency —.CCGIS . two major environmental variants were di f ferentiated. 
The two variants are the traditional contingency models which focus on 
the objective environment and the subjective environmental model proposed 
by critics of traditional contingency theory. While there are different 
variants of contingency theory which focus on environmental 
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contingencies, this study was only concerned with the moderator and 
consonance models. 
The moderator contingency model consists of propositions about the 
differential effects of environmental turbulence on the relationships be­
tween structural dimensions and organizational effectiveness. These 
propositions posit that the directions, magnitudes, and levels of signif­
icance of relationships between dimensions of organizational structure and 
organizational effectiveness vary depending upon whether the organiza­
tion functions under conditions of low or high environments1 turbulence. 
The consonance model consists of a general hypothesis which posits 
that organizations with structural characteristics that are consonant with 
the characteristics of their environments will be more effective than or­
ganizations with dissonant environmental-structural configurations. Sub­
genera 1 hypotheses are implicit in the general hypothesis; they refer to 
consonance between single structural dimensions and environmental condi­
tions. Consonance is defined as the simultaneous existence of high en­
vironmental turbulence and flexible or organic structural characteristics 
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mechanistic structural characteristics. Conversely, dissonance refers to 
situations in which high environmental turbulence and mechanistic struc­
tural characteristics occur together and situations in which low environ­
mental turbulence and organic structural characteristics exist concur­
rently. 
It was noted that traditional contingency theory is solely concerned 
with the objective environment. However, critics argue for the substitu­
tion of subjective environmental concepts, especially the concept of 
PEU, in lieu of objective ones. This meant that moderator and consonance 
hypotheses could be developed to reflect both traditional contingency 
theory and the views of contingency theory critics. Both moderator and 
contingency hypotheses were developed to reflect the objective and subjec­
tive conceptions of environment. These hypotheses were tested in rela-
tion to both internal and external organizational effectiveness variables. 
One aspect of contingency theory focuses on the environment as the 
dpendent or explanatory variable. Instead of seeking to explain organi­
zational effectiveness, some contingency theory critics concentrate on 
clarifying the concept of PEU and examining relationships between subjec­
tive environmental concepts. According to still another group of schol­
ars, traditional contingency theory implies that objective environmental 
concepts are the primary predictors of organizational members' percep­
tions of the environment. This observation suggested hypotheses regard­
ing relationships between objective and subjective environmental con­
cepts . Hence, hypotheses regarding expected relationships between envi­
ronmental variables were also developed and tested in this study. Re­
search findings regarding the preliminary analyses and all of the eleven 
hypotheses are summarized below. 
Prior to analyzing data pertaining to the hypotheses, preliminary 
analyses were undertaken. Zero-order correlations were computed to ex-
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tive environmental variables were positively and moderately to highly 
intercorrelated. With one exception, subjective variables were posi­
tively and moderately interrelated. Objective and subjective variables 
were almost always negatively related and only one of these correlations 
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was statistically significant. Few of the intercorrelations among the 
structural variable were significant. Among the objective environmental 
variables, only one environmental variable (competition) was signifi­
cantly related to OEF and PREF whereas most of the objective environ­
mental variables were related to CEF. Among the subjective environmental 
variables, perceived change was not related to any of the effectiveness 
variables whereas the other subjective environmental variables were neg­
atively related to various ones of the effectiveness criteria. Statis­
tically significant correlations between the structural and effectiveness 
variables were few and the magnitudes of these relationships were low to 
moderate. 
The first hypothesis to be tested was a basic one which posited that 
the structural variables were positively related to effectiveness. In 
reference to the model involving the internal effectiveness variable, the 
overall F-value was significant and about twenty-four percent of the 
variance in OEF was explained. However, only vertical communication and 
centralization were significantly related to OEF and the latter relation­
ship was negative, when the same hypothesis was tested relative to PREF 
and CEF, only one structural variable was significantly related to each 
of the effectiveness variables and the models lacked goodness of fit. 
The very essence of contingency theory consists of moderator hypoth­
eses concerning how conditions of low and high environmental turbulence 
are expected to moderate relationships between structural variables and 
effectiveness. Generally, the predictions were not upheld regarding the 
effects of low and high environmental turbulence on the directions. 
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magnitudes, and levels of significance of the relationships between the 
structural variables and the internal effectiveness variable. When the 
moderator hypotheses were tested in relation to the external effective­
ness variables (PREF and CEF), even less evidence of support for the hy­
potheses was found. Tests were conducted to determine whether the inter­
cepts and slopes were equal for the models concerning low and high envi­
ronmental turbulence. All of the tests for equality of slopes were non­
significant. Therefore, relationships between the structural variables 
and effectiveness did not differ significantly for organizations operat­
ing under conditions of low or high environmental turbulence. Among the 
tests for equality of intercepts, the only significant test was the one 
pertaining to the moderator hypotheses when CEF was the dependent vari­
able. This means that the relationships between the structural variables 
and CEF originated at different points. 
Moderator hypotheses were also tested which used the subjective en­
vironmental variable, PEU, as a moderator variable instead of environ­
mental turbulence, bzmziar to ttie results obtained regarding tine objec-
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for tué hypOLLieses pertaining izo the different effects of high and low 
PEU on the directions, magnitudes, and levels of significance of the rela­
tionships between structure and OEF. Tests for equality of intercepts 
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slope equality were not significant. This means that relationships be-
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ally became eqial under low and high PEU circumstances. 
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The PEU moderator hypotheses were also tested in relation to the ex­
ternal effectiveness variables. The findings regarding PREF were simi­
lar to those concerning OEF. Minimal support was found for the different 
effeccs of low and high PEU on relationships between structural variables 
and CEF, however. In the low PEU model, thirty percent of the variance 
in CEF was explained and the overall F-value was significant. The high 
PEU model lacked goodness of fit in that only two percent of the variance 
in CEF was explained in this model and the overall F-value was not signif­
icant. The results of the tests for intercept and slope equality for 
the moderator models pertaining to CEF varied. The intercepts for the 
two models were the same and all of the slopes were equal with the excep­
tion of the slope pertaining to the relationship between structural com­
plexity and CEF. Specifically, the data showed that the relationships 
between complexity and CEF were different depending upon whether PEU was 
low or high. This isolated finding was consistent with expectations. 
In reference to the moderator hypotheses, regardless of whether the 
moderator variables were objective or subjective or whether internal or 
external effectiveness variables were the explanatory variables, these 
hypotheses generally were not supported by the data. With the exception 
of the single instance described above, the relationships between struc­
tural and effectiveness variables were the same under conditions of low 
and high environmental turbulence and PEU. 
Two consonance hypotheses were tested. One of these hypotheses 
posited that organizations with consonant environmental turbulence-struc-
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dissonant turbulence-structural configurations whereas the second hypoth­
esis made the same prediction regarding PEU-structural consonance and 
dissonance. Both hypotheses were tested In relation to internal and ex­
ternal effectiveness variables. Neither of the consonance hypotheses 
was supported by the data. That is, in the cases of environmental turbu­
lence and PEU, the mean internal and external effectiveness scores were 
usually very similar for the consonant and dissonant organizations. The 
t-rests, used to determine whether there were statistically significant 
differences between the mean effectiveness scores of consonant and dis­
sonant groups, were almost always statistically nonsignificant. 
Hypotheses were also tested regarding relationships between envi­
ronmental variables. One hypothesis posited that objective environmental 
variables would be predictors of PEU whereas another hypothesis posited 
that subjective environmental variables would be predictors of PEU. 
While no support was found for the first hypothesis, moderate support 
was found for the latter one. That is, the data showed that one of the 
two subjective predictor variables, perceived competition, made a signif­
icant unique contribution toward predicting PEU. Other hypotheses re­
garding environmental variables included one hypothesis which posited 
that objective environmental change would be related to perceived change 
and a second hypothesis which posited that objective environmental com­
petition would be related to perceived competition. Neither of these 
two hypotheses was supported. 
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Discussion 
At the theoretical level, major clarifications of contingency theory 
were made. Tests of selected contingency hypotheses yielded virtually 
no empirical support for the theory, however. Assessments will be made 
to determine in which ways the results reflect empirical limitations or 
weaknesses in the theory, itself- Methodological factors will be consid­
ered first. 
Specification error refers to error caused by the exclusion of im­
portant variables from a model. Although specification error was not 
assessed empirically in this study, some theoretical observations can be 
made relative to this subject. A thorough review of the literature re­
sulted in the identification of all pertinent variables which have been 
included traditionally in contingency analyses as well as some variables 
that should be considered in addition to the usual ones. Most of the 
traditional variables were included in this study (objective environ­
ment. organizational structure, and internal pffpctiveness) : vari­
ables were added on the basis of suggestions reflected in current theo­
retical analyses (subjective environment and external effectiveness). 
Utilizing viewpoints discussed in organizational literature as a frame 
of reference, it was determined that only two major contingency variables 
were excluded; these were differentiation and a moderator variable, or­
ganizational technology. Differentiation has been identified as an im­
portant structural variable in contingency literature. Therefore, its 
exclusion could have made a noticeable difference. Heretofore, contin-
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technological contingencies, not both. In real life situations, environ­
mental and technological factors probably concurrently affect organiza­
tional functioning. Hence, maybe both factors should be simultaneously 
examined in contingency research. 
Measurement error is another factor that could have affected the re­
search findings. Although measurement error was not assessed empirically 
and adjusted in this study, some observations can be made regarding meas­
urement strategies used to measure the fifteen theoretical concepts. 
In extant contingency studies the conceptualizations and measure­
ments of environmental dimensions are rather inadequate. As a whole, the 
present study was more successful than existing studies in terms of devel­
oping reliable multifaceted measures of environmental variables. Although 
problems were encountered with developing sound measures of specific en­
vironmental concepts, two of the major contributions of this study are its 
conceptual clarifications and measurements of environmental concepts. 
Contingency theory literature identifies several objective and sub­
jective environmental dimensions. Among the objective dimensions, envi­
ronmental turbulence is a major component; environmencal change, complex­
ity, and competition are its subdimensions. With reference to the sub­
jective environment, perceived environmental uncertainty is a major dimen­
sion and each of the objective subdimensions has a subjective counter­
part including perceived change, perceived complexity, and perceived com­
petition. Although most studies examine either one to two objective envi­
ronmental variables or one to two of the subjective environmental vari­
ables, in the present study all of the relevant objective and subjective 
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environmental dimensions were examined, with the exception of perceived 
environmental complexity. All of the objective environmental concepts, 
except environmental competition, were measured by means of the index 
measurement strategy; these composite measures were moderately to highly 
reliable. Even in the instance of competition, which was measured by a 
single indicator, there is reason to believe, from a theoretical perspec­
tive, that this measure adequately taps the concept's full conceptual 
domain. Less success was achieved with developing adequate measures of 
subjective environmental concepts. Only one subjective concept, perceived 
environmental change, was measured with a single indicator. There is 
reason to believe that this single measure was too broad to tap the impor­
tant specific aspects of environmental change, however. The other sub­
jective environmental concepts were measured with indexes or composites. 
Unlike the objective environmental measures, their reliability coeffici­
ents were only moderately high. 
Consistent with the approach suggested by organizational literature, 
both internal and external measures of organizational etfectiveness were 
developed.. Organizational effectiveness measures included one internal 
criterion measure reflecting the administrators' frame of reference and 
two external criterion measures reflecting public representatives and 
clientele perspectives, respectively. The index measurement strategy was 
used to develop the three effectiveness composites. All of the effec­
tiveness composite measures were highly reliable. 
Measurement of the structural concepts was more problematic, however. 
Only two of the five structural concepts, vertical and lateral 
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communication, were measured with indexes. In the case of vertical com­
munication, despite the use of the index measurement strategy, at least 
one aspect of that concept, downward communication, was not measured. 
Also, all hierarchical levels, through which vercical communication could 
occur, were not included. Three of the five structural concepts, formal­
ization, centralization, and complexity, were measured with single indi­
cators. There is some concern that the full conceptual domains of these 
structural dimensions might not have been tapped. 
Another methodological issue concerns the units of analysis in this 
study. As discussed earlier, the organization was the theoretical unit 
of analysis and Extension Service organizations were the empirical units 
of analysis. The research focused on examining the impact of county level 
environmental factors on County Extension organizations. However, some 
scholars have admonished that environments and organizations are not 
monolithic wholes. Various aspects of the environment are relevant only 
to selected segments of the organization (Miles, Snow, and Pfeffer, 
1974). For example, an environmental facnor such as change in the per­
centage of che population under eighteen might be relevant only for the 
4-H and youth services component of Extension. Unlike seme of the re­
search studies which were supportive of contingency theory (e.g., 
and Lorsch, 1967a, b; Duncan, 1972), this research did not ex­
amine relationships between subenvironments and subunits or organiza­
tions. There is a possibility that contingency theory is more appropri­
ate for subsystem rather than total system analyses. 
Still another factor concerning the units of analysis might be 
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related to the study's lack of empirical support for contingency theory. 
Similar to most contingency research, the population of organizations in 
this study represents a single system, the Iowa Extension Service, There 
is some concern about whether this approach has resulted in a sample of 
organizations with extremely homogeneous structural characteristics. It 
is likely that in order to obtain a population and sample of Extension 
organizations with more varied structural characteristics, it would be 
necessary to enlarge the study population beyond a single state system. 
In addition to considering methodological issues, it is necessary 
to examine contingency theory, itself. Since contingency theory attempts 
to explain organizational effectiveness by focusing on the interface be­
tween the environment and the organization, a few observations regarding 
the nature of contemporary organizations and their environments might 
indicate some insights about the predictive power of contingency theory. 
Some writings, such as Thompson and McEwen's (1958) and more recently 
the writings of Perrow (1972) and Pfeffer and Salanick (1978), suggest 
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or direct environments. In contrast, ccntingency theory portrays a 
conception of organizations as passive social units; it emphasizes or­
ganizational adaptations to che environment and completely ignores or­
ganizational initiatives to control environments. Realistically, organ­
izations manipulate as well as adapt to their environments. Since con­
tingency theory does not include both action-oriented and adaptive en­
vironmental coping strategics as predictor variables, this is a limitation 
of tne theory. It is likely cViac ef-Teccive or^aaizacions are chose 
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organizations which can successfully control as well as adapt to environ­
mental contingencies. 
The prédominant view of the nature of organizational environments, 
expressed in organizational literature, provides further insights regard­
ing the adequacy of contingency theory for explaining organizational 
effectiveness. Although Emery and Trist (1965) and Terreberry's (1968) 
writings largely reflect traditional contingency views of the organiza­
tion, they have presented a view of organizational environments that dif­
fers from the contingency conception. As noted in their writings and 
most of organizational literature, the relevant elements in the environ­
ments of organizations are largely other organizations. Moreover, Hall 
(1977) has suggested that the specific or organized environment has a 
direct impact on the focal organization whereas general environmental 
conditions such as political, social, and economic conditions have an in­
direct influence on all organizations in the environment. These views 
portray the environments of organizations as networks of other organiza­
tions and they suggest that interorganizational variables are necessary 
for explaining organizational-environmental interaccion in addition to 
the intraorganizational variables used in contingency theory. 
Some of the possible reasons why there was a lack of empirical sup­
port for contingency theory have been described. Limitations of the 
theory, itself, are considered to be the primary reasons for this study's 
results. Despite the research findings, it does not seem that this theory 
should be abandoned prior to further empirical analyses. Although se­
lected contingency hypotheses were tested, the primary purpose of this 
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study was to clarify contingency theory. The theory-building nature of 
this research is one reason why additional research is suggested rather 
than a recommendation for abandoning contingency theory. It is believed 
chac much could be learned about the applicability and capability cf ths 
contingency theory of organizational effectiveness if future research were 
undertaken which used random samples selected from more heterogeneous pop­
ulations of organizations. Also, due to the organized character of con­
temporary organizational environments and due to the fact that organiza­
tions control as well as adapt to their environments, it is suggested 
that future tests of contingency theory should incorporate proactive and 
interorganizational strategies as well as adaptive coping strategies as 
predictor variables. This approach could be used to empirically assess 
whether the inclusion of these additional variables would improve contin­
gency theory's predictive power. Because of current conceptual and theo­
retical problems associated with contingency theory, it is believed that 
the clarifications, provided in this study, could contribute toward more 
rigorous empirical zesns or che Lheoty. 
The enhancement of the understanding of orgsnizaticnal effective-
1 crnh-i es to 
have relevance to actual management practices and problems. Scma schol­
ars believe that organizational effectiveness has been a central theme 
in the practical sphere for a long time. At a minimum, organizational 
administrators traditionally have been concerned about how well their 
organizations accomplish formal goals. Events of the current era of ac­
countability have heightened public officials and citizens' incerescs in 
organizational effectiveness. The contingency theory of organizational 
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effectiveness is a theory which has the ultimate aim of suggesting or­
ganizational structural designs and managerial actions appropriate for 
specific environmental situations. 
One of the objectives of this study was to utilize findings frcn 
tests of the contingency hypotheses to provide suggestions which Exten­
sion administrators could use for maximizing the effectiveness of Exten­
sion organizations. However, since virtually no empirical support was 
found for contingency theory, there is no basis for making policy recom­
mendations based on contingency viewpoints. Considerations were gi\en to 
the approaches of making recommendations on the basis of faith in the 
theoretical soundness of contingency theory or on the basis cf previous 
research findings. In reality, however, it cannot be expected that admin­
istrators will/should act on policy suggestions which do not have sub­
stantial empirical support. While there are a few studies which have sup­
ported contingency theory, the possibility of basing recommendations on 
past research findings was prohibited by factors such as nonprobability 
sampling procedures as well as the fact that organizations serving as the 
units of analysis, in past studies, generally were not similar to the non-
economic Extension organizations examined in this study. In view of the 
above facts, the study objective of making recommendations for managerial 
and administrative practices, based on contingency theory, cannot be 
T e c  I I L Z S G  .  
Although policy recommendations cannot be made on the basis of con­
tingency research findings, the zero-order correlations computed in the 
preliminary analysis revealed soirie results that should be considered by 
Extension Service administrators. These findings are discussed below. 
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Despite this study's findings pertaining to the contingency theory 
of organizational effectiveness, extant organizational theory and research 
have established the importance of organizational effectiveness evalua­
tions for practical purposes such as meeting accountability demands and 
for use in designing the organization's structural characteristics and 
processes. Therefore, regardless of which theoretical perspective the ad­
ministrator selects as a guide for evaluating the organization, effective­
ness assassir.ants ir.ust be undertaken. Organizational literature also es­
tablishes the need to use multiple frames of reference when evaluating 
effectiveness. It is argued that different organizational constituents 
use different criteria in their assessments of effectiveness and it is 
also suggested that one should not necessarily expect criteria reflect­
ing the different frames of reference to be related. The practice of 
obtaining internal and external effectiveness assessments has been empha­
sized. The zero-order correlation coefficients obtained for the three 
effectiveness variables lend empirical support to these arguments. Al­
though the correlations between administrators' (CEDs), public represen­
tatives (CECCs) , and ciiencele effectiveness criteria are positive and 
statistically significant, the magnitudes of these relationships are 
only moderate. These data show that the CEDs, CECCs and clients' per­
spective."? on effectiveness were distinctly different and it was therefore 
important to obtain each of nhe separate constitutents' perceptions. 
Hence, one policy recommendation is that effectiveness evaluations are 
necessary. A related suggestion is that organizational effectiveness 
should be evaluated from several perspectives, both within and external to 
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the organization. 
Administrators would probably be interested in knowing what kinds oJ 
structural characteristics are associated with organizational effective­
ness. Although it is recognized that all of che correlation findings as 
well as the recommendations are quite preliminary, it appears that the 
findings regarding relationships between structural effectiveness vari­
ables are even less clear-cut than the others. For example, no distin­
guishable pattern emerges which suggests that either human relations or 
Weberian types of structural characteristics are most clearly related to 
effectiveness. Therefore, it is probably advisable to wait for further, 
more powerful empirical analyses before making any suggestions regarding 
which kinds of structural characteristics are related to effectiveness. 
Although there are different views expressed in organizational liter 
ature regarding whether subjective or objective environmental factors are 
more important for organizacional analyses, there is consensus that en­
vironmental variables both affect and are affected by organizational 
actions. Among the four objective envirormental variables in this study' 
correlation analysis, only environmental competition was significantly 
related to all three effectiveness variables and three of the environ­
mental variables (i.e., change, competition, and turbulance) were signif­
icantly fplai-pd r.n the clientele effectiveness criterion. However, all o 
the objective environmental variables as well as perceived compétition 
and perceived uncertainty were negatively related to each of the three 
effectiveness variables. This means the higher che objective environ­
mental turbulence and the higher the perceived environmental uncertainty. 
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the less the organizational effectiveness. In effect, earlier observa­
tions, regarding the importance of proactive responses to environmental 
conditions, received some empirical support here. Although these find­
ings do not provide any evidence regarding kinds of actions administra­
tors can take to increase organizational effectiveness, the data suggest 
that administrators must actively seek to reduce environmental uncertainty 
as one means of increasing effectiveness. 
In VL -w of the fact that the above policy recommendations are based 
on zero-order correlations rather than more powerful statistical proce­
dures and because they are not based on tests of carefully formulated 
hypotheses, the policy recommendations are preliminary in nature. The 
present study's contributions toward meeting needs for information to be 
used in implementing organizational administrative and managerial actions 
are therefore minimal. The primary objective of clarifying contingency 
theory was more adequately achieved, however. It is therefore hoped 
that more rigorously designed contingency research, which builds upon 
this study's theoretical and conceptual ciarif Lcacions, will be unùei i-akcii 
in the future. In the meantime, policy reccmmandations, based on contin­
gency research findings, must await farther empirical analyses and more 
definitive acceptance of the contingency theory of organizational effec­
tiveness . 
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APPENDIX 
Table A.l. Descriptive statistics for research variables 
Variables Mean 
Standard 
deviation Kurtosis Skewness 
Objective environment 
Environmental change 49.989 6.978 4.698 1.367 
Environmental complexity 49.999 6.716 5.103 1.220 
Environmental competition 49.998 10.001 .948 .821 
Environmental turbulence 49.994 5.667 1.865 1.131 
Subjective environment 
Perceived environmental change 5.261 2.589 -.999 .225 
Perceived environmental 
competition 4.091 1.913 -.920 .451 
Perceived environmental 
uncertainty 3.697 1.187 2.421 1.246 
Organizational structure 
Centralization 
Formalization 
Complexity 33.821 32.341 -.630 .569 
Lateral communication 8.636 1.521 3.433 -1.328 
Vertical communication 6.784 2.651 -.709 -.440 
urganizacionai periormance 
Organizational effectiveness ; 
administrators' criterion 
(internal) 
Organizational effectiveness ; 
public representatives' 
criterion (external) 
Organizational effectiveness : 
clientele's criterion 
(exte: > 1 
8.32f 
9.055 
2 . 8 1 6  
1.122 
1.258 
. 1 j: 
.052 
5.043 
-1.414 
-1 .810  
Z. . / - 1 . 
^All of the above statistics are based on 88 cases. 
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Table A.2. Internal consistency reliability coefficients for index meas­
ures of concepts and minimum-maximum item-total correlations 
Number 
of 
items 
Item-total 
correlation. 
Indexes 
Alpha Mm. Max. 
Objective environmental change 6 .79 .22 .79 
Objective environmental complexity 4 .59 .27 .50 
Objective environmental competition^ — — — 
Environmental turbulence 11 .79 .08 . 87 
Perceived environmental change^ — - - — - — 
Perceived environmental competition 2 .68 . L l  .48 
Perceived environmental uncertainty 3 .59 .35 .44 
Centralization^ — — - — - — -
b 
Formalization — — — 
Complexity^ — - - - - — — 
Lateral communication 2. .82 .70 .70 
V C ^ L- WC4 J- ^ A A .8& .50 .78 
Organizational effectiveness 
(administrators' criteria) s .85 .40 .70 
Organizational effectiveness 
(public representatives' criteria) 15 .93 .08 .85 
Organizational effectiveness 
(clientele's criteria) 4 .71 .42 . 62 
^In two instances, low minimum item-total correlations are reported; 
these items were retained for theoretical purposes. 
"Single item measures. 
^Complexity was measured by computing the percentage of professional 
staff per County Extension organization. An internal consistency assess­
ment was net mads relative co uhe items used in computing this measure. 
Table A.3, Zero-order correlations among research variables 
2 ^3 ^4 S 
47''""''* .19* .90*** -.02 -.05 
00 .27** .78*** -.14 -.12 
1.00 .39*** -.21* .12 
1.00 -.10 1 o
 
X 
Objective environment 
Environmental change 1.00 
Xg Environmental complexity 
X Environmental competition 
X, Environmental turbulence 
4 
Subjective environment 
X- Perceived environmental 
^ change 1.00 .24"-
Xg Perceived environmental 
competition 1.00 
X_ Perceived environmental 
uncertainty 
Organizational structure 
X. Centralization 
o 
Xg Formalization 
X^Q Complexity 
X^^ Lateral communication 
Organizational performance 
X, .J Organizational effective­
ness (administrators' 
criterion) 
X,, Organizational effective-
T-<ooc •T-orNT*OCOT»+~SJ — 
X, ^ Organizational effective­
ness (clientele's criterion) 
^The SPSS listviss deletion of missing cats option was used. Hence. 
:he above coefficients are based on 80 rather than 88 cases. 
*'c-" -c," 1 r\ 
'^"Significant at the .05 level. 
"""Significant at the .01 level. 
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x. x, 10 11 x 12 13 x 14 
x 
15 
. 12 -.10 -.05 . 10 -.01 . 10 -.07 -.13 -.25** 
. 16 .02 .05 .18* -.03 .13 
CO o
 -.07 1 o
 
o
 
o
 o
 1 -.07 .07 
00 o
 -.10 -.22** -.30*** -.55*** 
.15 1 b
 
-.03 .16 -.01 .11 -.05 -.16 -.28*** 
-.06 —.02 —.03 -.2 3"" .07 -.09 .00 .13 .05 
.30*** .34*** -.17 15 -.22** -.22** -.42*** -.06 -.19** 
1.00 .26** -.35*** .12 16 -.18* -.34*** -.21* -.11 
1.00 -.05 .05 -.74*** -.22--' 
1.00 .09 -.13 .07 
1.00 -.00 .17 
1.00 .24^ 
i  .00 
-.36^ 
i j 
9 
02 
10 
2d' 
00 
. 10 
, 01 
.13 
.13 
nn 9 0:'; 9r* 
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Table A.4. TJnstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, , and overall F (OEF model with all research 
variables) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (organizational 
administrators' criterion) 
Independent variables 
Centralization -.3385 6.382** 
Formalization -.0467 0.Ô72 
Vertical communication .0912 4.221** 
Lateral communication -.1480 1.738 
Complexity .0052 2.027 
Environmental competition -.0220 3.000* 
Environments 1 change -.0357 4.003*^ 
Environmental complexity .0224 1.405 
PEU -.2053 3.772* 
Perceived environmental change -.0301 0.440 
Perceived environmental competition -.0128 3.629* 
= .4083 Overall F = 4.266** 
Significant at the .10 level. 
•krk 
Significant at the .05 level. 
•îv'iwr 
Significant at the ,01 level. 
199 
Table A.5. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R2, and overall F (PREF model with all research 
variables) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (public repre­
sentatives* criterion) 
Independent variables 
Centralization .0201 0. ,013 
Formalization .0141 0. ,037 
Vertical communication .0555 0, .942 
Lateral communication -.0121 0, .007 
Complexity -.0073 2, .437 
Envirormental competition -.0345 4, .445** 
Environmental change -.0209 0, ,332 
Environmental complexity .0099 0, .166 
PEU -.1819 1, .783 
Perceived environmental change .0182 0, .097 
Perceived environmental competition .0068 0 .006 
= .1862 Overall F = 1 .415 
^^Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table A.6, Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, partial F-
values, R^, and overall F (CEF model with all research 
variables) 
Variables b F-values 
Dependent variable: Organizational effectiveness (clientele's 
criterion) 
Independent variables 
Centralization -.0046 0. ,098 
Formalization -.0138 4, ,807** 
Vertical communication .0090 3, .337* 
Lateral communication -.0218 3. .106* 
Complexity .0008 3, .663* 
Environmental competition -.0072 25, .545*** 
Erivir onmenta 1 change -. 0057 S. 355*** 
Environmental complexity -0025 1. 425 
PEU -.0216 3, .419* 
Perceived environmental change .0018 0 .123 
Perceived environmental competition .0068 0 .831 
2 
R = .4806 Overall F = 5 .719*** 
y: 
Significant at the .10 level. 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at or above the .01 level. 
